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Cut  Rent  Hikes:  YES  on  H 


Proposition  H  eliminates  the  4%  guaranteed 
rent  increase  now  in  the  rent  law.  Thus,  the  annual  rent 
increase  can  go  below  4%  when  inflation  is  low.  This 


For  Relief  of  Rental  Pain 


provides  rent  relief  for  tenants  at  a  time  when  incomes 
are  down  and  unemployment  is  high.  It  prevents 
landlords  from  raising  rents  more  than  their  expenses 
increase.  Proposition  H  restores  flexibility  to  a  law 
written  a  decade  ago. 


Today’s  economy  is  much  different  than  it 
was  10  years  ago.  The  '80s  began  with  double-digit 
inflation  and  low  unemployment.  Now  we  have  the 
reverse:  low  inflation,  high  unemployment. 

Rent  control  was  designed  to  keep  rents 
from  rising  faster  than  inflation  and  peoples’  in¬ 
comes.  Ten  years  ago,  rent  increases  were  pegged 
to  60%  of  inflation  (because  60%  represents  the  part 
of  inflation  which  affects  landlord  expenses).  How¬ 
ever,  under  pressure  from  landlord  and  real  estate 
interests,  a  provision  was  added  to  the  law  guaran¬ 
teeing  that  rents  would  always  increase  by  at  least 
4%,  no  matter  how  low  inflation  was. 

For  ten  years,  inflation  has  averaged  under 
4%.  This  4%  minimum  increase  has  served  to  keep 
rents  rising  faster  than  inflation— the  exact  opposite 
of  what  rent  control  is  designed  to  do.  This  year 
inflation  is  about  2%.  Yet  tenants  will  pay  a  rent 
increase  of  4%  Unless  we  pass  Proposition  H. 


See  The  Special  Proposition  H  Section  For  More  Information:  Pages  5-8 

Strong  Tenant  Vote  Could  Mean 


Veto-Proof  Board  of  Supervisors 

It’s  that  time  again!  On  Tuesday  November  3, 

1992,  the  sleeping  giant  that  it  the  massive  tenant  vote 


in  San  Francisco  will  again  have  the  chance  to  arouse 
itself.  A  chance  to  throw  the  rascals  out  (and  throw 
some  new  rascals  in).  A  chance  to  vote  for  change.  A 
chance  to  vote  to  lower  rents.  Just  a  chance.  Take  it! 

We  here  at  the  SF  Tenants  Union  sometimes 
like  to  entertain  ourselves  with  the  notion  that  our 
endorsement  will  surely  tip  the  balance  for  victory  for 
our  endorsees  who  anxiously  await  the  Tenants  Union 
decision,  yea  or  nay. 

And  of  course  it  just  may. 

Board  Of  Supervisors 

For  SF  Supervisor,  the  Steering  Committee  of 
the  SF  Tenants  Union  has  fully  endorsed  candidates 
Sue  Bierman,  Jose  Medina,  Cleve  Jones,  Angela  Alioto 
and  Terence  Hallinan  for  5  of  the  six  seats  up  for 
election  to  the  Board  on  Nov.  3. 

The  unanimous  decision  of  the  SFTU  Steer¬ 
ing  Committee  was  made  on  the  basis  of  the  response 
to  our  detailed  questionnaires,  and  an  examination  of 
the  candidate’s  background,  experience  and  record. 
(See  Table  I  and  II  in  this  issue  summarizing  the  repose 
to  the  questionnaires.  Questionnaires  were  sent  to  all  26 
candidates  for  Supervisor,  the  replies  of  the  17  candi¬ 
dates  who  returned  the  questionnaires  are  summa¬ 
rized.) 

Non-incumbents  Bierman,  Medina  and  Jones 
are  preeminent  parts  of  an  emerging  progressive  con¬ 
sensus  of  who— both  should  and  could— be  elected. 
They,  like  our  other  worthy  endorsees,  stalwartly  sup¬ 
port  both  Prop  H  (the  Fair  Rents  Initiative)  and  rent 
controls  for  vacant  apartments  (Vacancy  Control).  Sue 
Bierman  has  served  as  a  very  long  time  friend— in 
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season  and  out  of  season-on  the  Planning  Commis¬ 
sion.  Jose  Medina— who  we  endorsed  last  time-has 
alwavs  taken  principled  stands  even  when  it  hurt  him 
politically.  We  look  to  Cleve  Jones  not  only  to  assume 
the  “Harry  Britt  seat”  on  the  Board,  but  to  perhaps 
assume  Harry’s  role  as  prime  renter  advocate.  Incum¬ 
bents  Alioto  and  Hallinan  have  supported  us  when  it 
counted,  and  now  we  are  returning  the  favor. 

Negative  Endorsements:  Hongisto  &  Kennedy 

The  SF  Tenants  Union  is  strongly  urging  that 
both  Richard  Hongisto  and  Willie  Kennedy  NOT  be 
voted  for.  These  candidates  are  being  singled  out  for  a 
special  warning  not  only  because  they  oppose  both 
Prop  H  and  vacancy  control  but  because  they  have 
appeared  in  the  past  to  be  progressive  and  friends  of 
tenants  rights-but  have  turned  against  both  the  pro¬ 
gressive  community  and  tenants. 

Choose  One  For  6th:  Burmudez,  Martinez  or  Berry 

Adrian  Burmudez,  Maria  Martinez  and  Chris 
Berry  received  the  unanimous  recommendation  of  the 
SF  Tenants  Union’s  Steering  Committee  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  for  the  6th  slot  in  the  Nov.  3th  election.  We  are 
asking  our  membership,  and  the  tenant  community  in 
San  Francisco  to  look  carefully  at  the  positions,  back¬ 
ground  and  potential  of  these  relatively  unknown  but 
promising  three-and  then  make  their  own  choice. 

Sue  Bierman:  YES! 

From  the  “freeway  revolt”  in  the  60s  through 
anti-highrise  campaigns,  district  elections  and  through¬ 
out  her  many  years  on  the  City  Panning  Commission 
(1976-92)  Sue  Bierman  has  often  been  a  lonely  voice 
crying  in  the  wilderness  against  the  predations  of 
realtors,  developers  and  landlords.  Especially  in  the 
conservative  Feinstein  years,  Beirman  often  was  the 
only  voice  of  humanity  on  the  Planning  Commission 
with  a  friendly  word  and  an  open  attitude  towards 
neighborhood,  lower  income  or  tenant  concerns.  To  be 
sure,  given  her  own  interests  and  the  nature  of  the  issues 
before  the  Planning  Commission  her  focus  was  devel¬ 
opment  rather  than  landlord/tenant  matters— these  be¬ 
ing  more  the  province  of  the  Rent  Board.  She  broke 
with  her  fellow  commissioners  and  supported  Prop.  M 
(Highrise  controls)  in  1986  as  did  the  Tenants  Union. 
An  examination  of  her  responses  to  the  Tenants  Union 
Questionnaire  (see  Summary  Table  I  this  issue)  shows 
first  of  all  that  she  passes  the  litmus  test  issues  of  Prop 
H  (Yes)  and  Vacancy  Control  (Yes).  Not  only  does  she 
go  for  VC  but  also  for  registration  of  rents— a  sticking 
point  for  many  “establishment"  type  liberals.  She 
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indicates  a  preference  for  10%  rent  increases— too  high 
it  seems  to  us— but  softens  it  by  saying  that  she  “might 
change  the  percentage”  increase.  (In  a  downward 
direction  of  course!. 

Her  only  truly  disappointing  response  is  her 
opposition  to  extending  the  rent  la  w  to  owner  occupied 
units  of  4  units  or  less.  1  do  believe  however  that  she 
would  listen  very  carefully  to  tenant  concerns  on  this 
glaring  loophole  and  could  very  well  be  persuaded  to 
move  in  our  direction  should  the  issue  come  up  before 
the  Board. 

It  would  be  wrong  to  expect  that  Bierman  is  a 
flaming  radical  who  would  be  dynamic  leader  for 
tenants  rights  on  the  Board  of  Supes.  But  of  all  the 
candidates  for  Supe  in  recent  years  we  can  almost 
absolutely  expect  that  she  will  do  what  she  has  prom¬ 
ised  even  in  the  teeth  of  extraordinarily  pressure  from 
the  landlord/realtor/developer/financial  community. 
With  Sue  Bierman  we  have  a  true  citizen/non-politi¬ 
cian;  we  know  where  she’s  coming  from  and  that  she 
will  keep  on  coming! 

Jose  Medina:  YES! 

The  SFTU  endorsed  Medina  in  1990  when  he 
first  ran  for  Supervisor.  He  didn’t  quite  make  it  then 
with  a  low  budget  campaign— his  first  time  out  as  a 
candidate.  We  now  expectantly  hope,  that  Medina,  a 
Mission  district  labor  lawyer  and  activist,  can  and  will 
triumph  this  time.  His  victory  will  not  only  give  tenants 
and  progressives  a  voice  on  the  Board  but  also  will  give 
the  Board  a  genuinely  progressive  Latino  voice  for  the 
first  time  (see  discussion  of  Sup.  Gonzalez  below). 
Medina  has  served  on  the  Police  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Permit  Appeals. 

Medina  stands  behind  both  Prop  H  and  Va¬ 
cancy  Control,  and  is  in  tune  with  the  Tenants  Union 
position  supporting  a  ceiling  of  4%  rent  increases  for 
apartments  re-rented  after  a  vacancy.  The  only  really 
disappointing  replies  to  the  questionnaire  relate  to  the 
elimination  of  loopholes  for  owner  occupied  housing 
and  new  construction.  Otherwise  on  condos,  seismic 
safety,  homeless,  and  evictions  Medina  is  damn  good 
on  our  issues. 

Cleve  Jones:  YES! 

Cleve  Jones  is  seen  as  the  worthy  heir  appar¬ 
ent  to  the  political  heritage,  as  well  as  the  supervisorial 
seat  of  Harvey  Milk  and  Harry  Britt.  We  would  like  to 
believe  that  Cleve  Jones  would  grow  to  assume  the 
mantle  of  the  renters  rights  advocate  on  the  Board  to 
match  and  indeed  even  exceed  the  sterling  record  of 
Tenants  Hall  of  Famer  Harry  Britt.  Longtime  gay 
activist,  Jones  is  a  veteran  of  state  and  local  politics  and 
government.  He  was  an  aide  to  Assemblymember  Art 
Agnos,  a  lobbyist  for  the  Friends  Committee  on  Legis¬ 
lation,  and  a  founder  of  the  Names  Project  (Aids  Quilt). 

Like  many  tenants  (and  unlike  most  politi¬ 
cians/bureaucrats)  he  depends  on  Muni  for  transporta¬ 
tion.  (In  fact,  we  understand  he  has  never  owned  a 
car!).  He  remains  a  very  strong  advocate  of  district 
elections  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

He  stands  behind  (and  in  front  of)  Prop  H  and 
vacancy  control  and  is  rather  cool  on  most  all  of  our  key 
issues,  but  seems  to  have  trouble  on  rent  registration  to 
implement  vacancy  control,  and  the  elimination  of  the 
new  construction  exemption.  But  we  can  talk  to  Cleve. 

Angela  Alioto:  YES! 

While  not  always  perhaps  as  strong  on  tenant 
issues  as  we  would  like,  Angela  Alioto  certainly  has 
been  a  friend  on  the  Board,  and  we  would  like  to  keep 
her  as  a  friend  upon  her  re-election  and  hopefully  her 
election  as  Board  President  by  getting  the  most  votes  on 
Nov.  3.  Certainly  the  most  passionate  of  the  Board’s 
liberals,  Angela  supports  Prop  H  and  vacancy  control. 

Let’s  let  her  speak  for  herself:  “I  wantto  stress 
my  record  on  affordable  housing,  renter’s  rights,  health 
care,  safety,  the  homeless,  public  transit,  children  and 
the  environment  because  I  know  there  was  some  disap¬ 
pointment  with  my  decision  to  remain  neutral  is  last 
fall’s  mayoral  runoff.  I  had  no  choice.  Ideologically, 

I  could  not  support  Frank  Jordan.  Art  Agnos  failed  to 
act  as  a  leader  on  numerous  issues  I  ran  on  and  sup¬ 
ported— so  much  so  that  I  could  not  endorse  him  for 
mayor.  I  hope  that  the  San  Francisco  Tenants  Union 
takes  a  long  and  serious  look  at  my  record.  I  am 
confident  you  will  approve  of  what  you  see.” 

We  have  and  we  endorse. 

Terence  Hallinan:  YES! 

Like  Angela  Alioto,  the  other  incumbent  we 


have  endorsed  this  time,  Terence  Hallinan  did  not  grab 
instant  and  unquestioning  approbation  from  us.  Run¬ 
ning  for  Supervisor  in  1988  Hallinan  promised  the 
tenant  community  that  he  would  eliminate  the  conflict 
of  interest  created  by  his  interest  in  extensive  family 
residential  real  estate  holdings,  but  unfortunately  this 
has  been  a  continuing  cloud  over  Hallinan’s  being  able 
to  cast  a  pro-tenant  vote. 

In  reply  to  our  question  on  possible  conflict  of 
interest  he  stated:  “I  am  not  a  landlord...I  am  a  benefi¬ 
ciary  of  a  family  trust  which  owns  residential  rental 
property  in  San  Francisco  and  I  receive  some  income 
from  the  trust.. .During  my  current  term,  the  City  Attor¬ 
ney  advised  me  that  I  have  a  conflict  on  some  issues  like 
vacancy  control.  Nevertheless...!  voted  against  my 
“interest’  and/or  vacancy  control...”  He  went  on  to  say 
he  has  received  a  ruling  that  “...upheld  that  I  had  a  right 
to  vote  because  there  was  no  actual  conflict.”  We  are 
taking  this  at  face  value  and  believe  that  Hallinan 
sincerely  wants  to  vote  on  all  rent  law  matters,  and 
unlike  former  Supervisor Hongisto  (see  below)  will  not 
use  “conflict  of  interest”  as  an  excuse  for  being  missing 
in  action  when  we  need  a  crucial  vote  (see  discussion  of 
Kaufman  also,  below). 

Willie  Kennedy:  NO! 

Running  for  Supervisor  4  years  ago  Sup. 
Willie  Kennedy,  originally  appointed  by  Mayor 
Feinstein,  seemed  to  be  rather  our  friend.  No  rocket 
scientist,  no  flaming  progressive,  she  received  support 
from  the  liberal/renter  voting  bloc  because  she  came 
through  on  key  issues  like  vacancy  control.  Until  Feb. 
1990. 

Shouts  of  “liar,  liar”  rang  out  in  the  crammed 
Supervisorial  Chambers  Feb.  12, 1990  as  Sup.  Kennedy 
to  explain  her  decision  to  vote  no  on  the  Britt  vacancy 
control  bill.  The  room  was  in  no  mood  to  hear  her 
convoluted  and  pathetic  alibi.  Since  then  she  has  been 
in  no  mood  to  listen  to  tenant  concerns  and  has  been  in 
the  comfy  pocket  of  the  Landlord/Realtor/Downtown 
lobby.  Her  chairpersonship  of  the  Economic  and 
Social  Policy  Committee  (of  the  Board  of  Supes— 
which  handles  rent  law  changes)  has  ranged  from 
merely  incompetent  to  the  incoherently  bizarre.  She 
opposes  Prop  H  and  vacancy  control. 

Some  may  be  tempted  to  vote  for  her  because 
of  what  she  seemed  to  be  in  the  past  or  out  of  a 
misplaced  sense  of  liberal  guilt  because  of  who  she  is. 
Well,  forget  that.  Don’t  vote  for  this  incumbent,  make 
room  for  some  new  faces. 

Richard  Hongisto:  NO! 

And  now  for  something  completely  sleazy: 
the  sad,  strange  and  dangerous  case  of  Richard  Hongisto, 
former  Police  Chief,  former  Assessor,  former  Supervi¬ 
sor,  former  LiberaL.etc...  (and  we  hope,  soon  to  be 
former  politician).  As  Ted  Gullicksen  mentioned  last 
time  in  the  Tenant  Times, t here’s  a  big  poster  hanging 
in  the  SFTU  inner  office  showing  Dick  Hongisto  “tak¬ 
ing  sledgehamer  to  someone’s  door  when  he  evicted 
the  elderly  tenants  at  the  International  Hotel  (as  Sheriff 
in  1977).”  But  it  took  until  the  May  of  1992  for  many 
progressives  to  realize  that  the  sledgehammer  wielding 
Hongo  was  the  real  Hongo. 

Now  he  wants  to  be  Supervisor,  again.  Previ¬ 
ously,  as  Supervisor  he  extracted  an  opinion  from  the 
City  Attorney  that  as  a  landlord  he  couldn’t  vote  on 
rent-control  legislation.  Since  6  votes  are  necessary  for 
passage  of  legislation,  for  all  practical  purposes  his 
non- voting  was  a  no  vote  against  pro-tenant  bills.  Now, 
perhaps  he  could  have  pressed  for  a  more  liberal 
interpretation  that  would  have  allowed  him  to  vote 
against  his  interest  as  landlord,  at  least.  (See  discussion 
in  this  article  re:  Kaufman  and  Hallinan’s  conflict  of 
interest).  And  indeed,  when  it  suited  him  he  seemed  to 
be  able  to  vote  on  some  housing  bills. 

According  to  Tim  Redmond  in  the  SF  Bay 
Guardian,  “Hongisto  told  people  privately  numerous 
times  during  his  career  as  a  supervisor  that  he  opposed 
extending  rent  control  to  vacant  apartments.”  Then 
suddenly  in  1991,  preparing  to  run  for  Mayor,  Hongo 
“got  religion”  and  began  worshiping  at  the  altar  of 
vacancy  control.  In  his  1991  SF  Tenants  Union  ques¬ 
tionnaire,  he  favored  Vacancy  Control  with  a  7%  cap. 
Cut  to  the  present,  a  mere  year  later  and  Dick  tells  the 
Building  Owners  and  Manager  Association  that  he  is 
against  vacancy  control  (again).  Wow!  What  a  record! 
What  a  guy,  this  Dick  is! 

Whatever  you  do,  don’t  vote  for  this  bozo. 


Cautionary  Tales:  Kaufman  &  Gonzales 

Barbara  Kaufman  is  a  familiar  name  to  many 
in  the  city.  She  is  the  founder  and  host  for  more  than  10 
years  of  KCBS’  consumer  protection  program  Call  for 
Action,  a  fine  show  in  many  ways.  But  here’s  the  rub: 
the  number  one  consumer  expenditure  for  most  San 
Francisco  residents  that  city  government  can  impact  is 
rent.  Unfortunately,  we  have  many  renters  paying  50% 
or  more  of  their  income  for  rent.  And  unfortunately, 
Call  for  Action’s  Barbara  Kaufman  is  missing  in  action 
when  it  comes  to  dealing  with  protecting  the  consumers 
of  residential  rental  housing.  Repeated  calls  for  a  reply 
for  our  questionnaire  from  the  Kaufman  campaign 
failed  to  elict  any  action. 

Barbara  seems  to  be  following  a  strategy  of 
calculated  vagueness  on  controversial  progressive  is¬ 
sues,  hoping  perhaps  to  be  wafted  into  office  on  the 
vapors  of  her  consumer  radio  talk  show  aura.  She  is 
against  Prop  H  and  vacancy  control  and  by  most 
indications  not  terribly  cool  on  most  tenant  issues.  And 
indeed  Downtown/Chamber  of  Commerce  business 
interests  have  gleefully  grafted  Kaufman  onto  their 
slate  of  candidates  which  includes  Tom  Hsieh,  Willie 
Kennedy  and  Richard  Hongisto. 

She  and  her  developer  husband  Ron  H.  Kaufman,  are 
commercial  and  residential  landlords  owning  property 
assessed  at  over  5.2  million.  Their  ownership  of 
residential  rental  property  on  Telegraph  Hill  (assessed 
at  over  2.3  million)  may  be  enough  to  gain  a  conflict  of 
interest  ruling  from  the  City  Attorney,  excusing  her 
from  voting  on  Rent  Law  matters,  effectively  meaning 
a  no  vote  (see  discussion  of  Dick  Hongisto  above). 

Jim  Gonzalez— or  least  the  “new”  Jim 
Gonzalez— is  a  candidate  that  we  wish  we  could  say 
better  stuff  about.  Gonzo  has  certainly  labored  recently 
to  spruce  up  his  progressive  image.  And  indeed,  he  did 
endorse  Prop  H  (Thank  You,  Supervisor).  But  his 
replies  to  the  SFTU  questionnaire  unmask  a  politician 
still  clearly  on  the  outs  with  most  of  our  concerns.  He 
still  opposes  vacancy  control  categorically,  and  equally 
categorically  opposes  any  change  in  the  rent  law  (in¬ 
cluding  eviction  procedures)  such  as  plugging  loop¬ 
holes  and  the  like.  Even  though  he  “supports  the 
current  limits  on  condo  conversions”  he  sounds  as  if  he 
might  be  willing  to  compromise  the  condo  ordinance 
for  some  bogus  “homebuyers  program.” 

Return  with  us  to  the  wonderful  days  of  yes¬ 
teryear:  it’s  1986  and  Supervisor  Gonzalez  is  running 
for  state  Senate  and  behold  the  liberal  Gonzo:  he’s  for 
vacancy  control.  Scroll  down  the  screen  and  it’s  1987 
and  the  Supervisor  (appointed  by  Mayor  Feinstein  is 
successfully  pushing  through  a  very  progressive  ordi¬ 
nance  fighting  discrimination  against  children  in  rental 
units.  Suddenly,  it’s  1990  and  Gonzalez  joins  with 
Supes  Willie  Kennedy,  Billy  Maher,  Wendy  Nelder 
and  Tom  Hsieh  in  lynching  the  proposed  Britt/Agnos 
vacancy  control  law.  Then  last  year:  a  “No”  on  vacancy 
control  again.  Well?.... 

Pick  One:  Burmudez,  Martinez  or  Berry 

Since  we  can  or  should  only  creditably  en¬ 
dorse  6  candidates  for  supervisor  we,  in  effect  are 
asking  our  membership,  and  the  tenant  community  in 
San  Francisco  to  look  carefully  at  positions,  back¬ 
ground  and  future  potential  of  these  three  candidates  - 
-and  then  make  their  own  choice  of  one  of  them. 

Our  first  five  endorsees  were  from  among  the 
so  called  “major  candidates”  and  seemed  to  reflect  an 
emerging  progressive  consensus  of  who,  both  should 
and  could,  be  elected.  At  the  some  time  we  wanted  to 
include  on  our  slate  some  of  the  “other”  candidates 
whose  replies  to  our  questionnaires  and  grassroots 
audacity  in  running  appealed  to  us  as  at  least  kindred 
spirits.  Adrian  Burmudez  is  a  former  Commissioner  on 
the  City  Human  Rights  Commission,  who  was  re¬ 
moved  by  the  Mayor  when  he  go  too  “uppity”  as  it 
were.  An  activist  in  the  Latino  community  his  is  a  new 
strong  idiosyncratic  voice  that  deserves  and  gets  atten¬ 
tion.  Maria  Martinez,  another  emerging  and  ambitious 
Latina  voice  in  the  Mission  District,  a  bit  more  conven¬ 
tional  than  Burmudez,  Martinez  was  a  delegate  to  the 
recent  Democratic  National  Convention,  is  a  member 
of  the  Democratic  State  &  County  Central  Committee 
and  a  Vice  Chair  of  the  Chicano  Latino  Caucus  of  the 
State  Demo  Party.  Finally,  Chris  Beijy  is  distinguished 
by  his  virtually  perfect  replies  to  our  questionnaire! 
These  candidates  may  not  go  far  -due  basically  to  lack 
of  money-but  we  will  hear  from  them  in  the  future. 
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City  &  State 
Ballot 

Propositions 


Proposition  H:  YES!  YES!  YES! 

The  SF  Tenant  Union  is  one  of  the  sponsors  of 
Prop  H,  the  Fair  Rents  Initiative,  which  would  elimi¬ 
nate  the  guaranteed  4%  annual  rent  increase  under  the 
SF  Rent  Law.  Proposition  H  prevents  automatic  rent 
increases  above  inflation.  (See  other  articles  on  Propo¬ 
sition  H  in  this  issues.) 

Prop  A:  YES 

Also  strongly  supported  is  Prop.  A,  Seismic 
Safety,  a  bond  issue  to  finance  the  retrofit  of  unreinforced 
masonry  buildings  (old  brick  buildings)  which  pro¬ 
vides  tenant  protections  to  mitigate  the  danger  of  tenant 
displacement  or  hardship  during  the  rehab  work. 

Prop  J:  NO 

It  seemed  very  clear  to  the  Steering  Commit¬ 
tee  that  this  was  a  issue  that  the  San  Francisco  Tenants 
Union  should  take  a  stand.  While  our  primary  focus  is 
on  Tenants  Rights  and  the  Rent  Law— preventing  home¬ 
lessness— we  believe  that  we  have  an  obligation  to 
support  the  rights  of  the  homeless  and  see  Prop  J  as  an 
intolerable  attack  on  them.  Prop  J  was  put  on  the  ballot 
by  Mayor  Frank  Jordan  in  the  guise  of  combatting 
“aggressive  panhandling”,  but  is  really  “aggressive 
scapegoating”  of  lower  income  people  and  the  home¬ 
less.  The  opponents  say  that  “Prop  J  is  unnecessary, 
dangerously  vague,  costly,  divisive,  and  threatens  con¬ 
stitutional  guarantees  of  freedom  of  speech.”  And  the 
SF  Tenants  Union  agrees. 

Prop  L:  NO 

Prop  L  would  slam  a  total  ban  on  affordable 
housing  on  a  vacant  City  owned  hillside  lot  in  Bernal 
Heights.  A  “NO”  vote  on  Prop  L  would  allow  plans  for 
affordable  housing  to  be  developed  on  that  site  by  a 
community  based  non-profit  developer  to  go  forward. 
Some  damnable  confusion  has  concocted  around  this 
issue.  The  site  in  question  just  happens  to  be  behind  the 
Farmers  Market.  This  vacant  hillside  is  not  now,  and 
will  never  be  part  of  Farmers  Market— either  the  stalls 
or  the  parking.  The  building  of  46  units  of  affordable 
housing  will  not  in  any  way  effect  the  operation  of  the 
Farmers  Market,  but  will  effect  the  operation  of  the 
housing  market  by  increasing  the  supply  of  housing 
affordable  to  low  and  moderate  income  people. 

While  our  primary  interest  is  in  preserving 
decent  and  affordable  housing  through  Tenants  Rights 
and  a  strong  Rent  Law,  we  believe  that  we  have  an 
obligation  to  support  the  expansion  of  the  supply  of  all 
kinds  of  affordable  housing  in  all  neighborhoods  of  our 
City,  and  the  ringing  defeat  of  Prop  L  will  send  a 
message  that  the  people  of  the  City  want  to  flatten  elitist 
roadblocks  on  the  way  to  that  essential  goal. 

State  Ballot  Propositions 
Prop  165:  NO 

Governor  Pete  Wilson’s  Prop  165  is  an  intol¬ 
erable  attack  on  the  poor  which  can  only  increase 
homelessness  and  make  a  terrible  housing  crisis  in 
California  even  worse.  A  recent  City  of  San  Francisco 
report  predicts  that  the  passage  of  Prop.  1 65  could  make 
thousands  of  more  people  homeless  locally  and  stick 
the  City  with  the  high  cost  of  supporting  them  at  the 
same  time  the  City  is  in  a  budget  crisis. 

Prop.  165  would  slash  welfare  benefits  nearly 
25%  for  families  staying  on  assistance  more  than  six 
months,  from  $663  per  month  (for  a  family  of  three)  to 
$507.  This  is  obviously  not  enough  to  even  pay  the  rent 
in  most  cases.  Also,  Prop.  165  would  inordinately 
increase  the  power  of  the  Governor. 

Prop  167:  YES 

Prop  167  (“Tax  the  Rich”)  is  supported  as  a 
fair  means  of  dealing  with  the  state’s  budget  mess  and 
providing  funds  for  state  homeless,  housing  and  social 
service  programs.  Among  other  features.  Prop  167 
would  increase  state  income  tax  rates  for  upper  income 
folks  and  corporations,  impose  a  new  oil  severance  tax, 
repeal  1991  sales  tax  increases  and  provide  for  renter 
tax  credit  for  all  renters. 

City  &  State  Election  Articles 
By  Michael  Harney 


Rent  Board  In  Jeopardy 


By  Jim  Faye 


Sometime  aftertheNovemberelection,  Mayor 
Frank  Jordan  will  announce  his  appointments  to  the 
San  Francisco  Rent  Board.  This  timing  is  no  accident 
but  a  conscious  choice  to  avoid  alienating  renters 
before  the  vote  on  Proposition  H.  Following  the  recent 
threats  by  political  henchman  Jack  Davis,  and  the  take- 
no-prisoners  approach  used  to  transform  other  key 
boards  and  commissions  over  the  past  several  months, 
tenant  activists  expect  a  wholesale  decimation  of  the 
Rent  Board  and  the  installation  of  commissioners 
handpicked  by  landlord  and  real  estate  groups. 

If  our  worst  fears  come  to  pass,  tenants  may 
soon  see  a  new  Rent  Board  gutting  hard  fought  amend¬ 
ments  in  its  rules  and  regulations  which  have  made  it 
tougher  for  landlords  to  impose  excessive  rent  in¬ 
creases  and  passthroughs.  We  might  also  find  policy 
changes  which  impact  tenants  who  use  the  Rent  Board 
to  challenge  alleged  wrongful  evictions,  to  seek  rent 
reductions  to  compensate  for  decreases  in  service,  and 
to  halt  annual  increases  when  a  landlord  fails  to  make 
repairs  or  maintain  the  premises. 

There  is  also  a  possibility  that  the  Rent  Board 
Director,  Joe  Grubb,  may  soon  be  leaving  his  job  for 
another  in  the  Jordan  administration.  His  vacancy 
would  then  be  filled  by  a  landlord  stooge  prepared  to 
exert  dominance  over  the  office  staff  and  hearing 
officers.  The  bland  professionalism  of  Joe  Grubb 
(himself  a  small  landlord)  would  be  lost  in  favor  of 
political  payoffs  to  the  people  who  paid  Jordan’s 
campaign  bills. 

Having  painted  this  pathetic  portrait  of  power 
politics,  we  hope  the  Mayor  thinks  twice  or  more 
before  he  caves  in  to  Hack  Jack  Davis  and  his  wealthy 
clients.  We  wish  to  remind  Frank  Jordan  that  he 
campaigned  on  a  promise  of  building  bridges  between 
disparate  communities.  In  San  Francisco,  no  two 
groups  of  people  are  more  split  than  the  tenant  and 
landlord  activists  who  have  been  nipping  at  each 
others’  heels,  thighs  and  upper  extremities  for  over  a 
decade.  As  a  result,  nobody  in  either  camp  is  pleased 
with  the  way  things  have  been  going  in  recent  years. 
Everyone’s  grumbling. 

The  Rent  Board  is  unique  among  San 
Francisco’s  numerous  boards  and  commissions  be¬ 
cause  the  Rent  Ordinance  requires  that  the  Board 
consist  of  designated  types  —  two  landlords,  two 
tenants  and  one  person  who  is  neither  tenant  nor 
landlord.  Each  of  the  five  slots  has  a  primary  and  an 
alternate  commissioner  who  may  vote  in  the  absence  of 
the  primary.  Members  are  appointed  by  the  mayor. 

The  Rent  Board  represents  the  middle  ground 
where  tenants  and  landlords  can  both  count  on  being 


frustrated  as  the  commissioners  in  recent  years  have 
toed  a  moderate  line  while  making  the  cumbersome 
rent  control  law  work.  In  San  Francisco,  that’s  no  small 
achievement.  A  fragile  peace  has  been  won.  But  now 
it  looks  like  the  landlords  have  rearmed  and  are  ready 
to  march  again.  Onward  Capitalist  Soldiers! 

The  Rent  Board  epitomizes  compromise,  fre¬ 
quently  hammering  out  policies  that  tenants  and  land¬ 
lords  can  live  with.  On  appeals  of  hearing  officer 
decisions,  the  commissioners  must  set  aside  their  bi¬ 
ases  and  act  as  judges  weighing  evidence  and  apply  the 
law  in  a  fair  and  rigorous  manner. .  There  is  no  room  for 
political  gamesmanship  when  making  such  decisions. 

The  current  tenant  commissioners  have  proven 
themselves  to  be  able  representatives  of  renters’  inter¬ 
ests  without  stepping  on  the  legitimate  rights  of  land¬ 
lords.  And  to  their  credit,  the  reverse  can  be  said  of  the 
current  crop  of  landlords.  The  so-called  “neutral”  has 
been  the  key  to  the  Board’s  successes  and  failures.  It  is 
esssential  that  this  person  (usually  a  homeowner)  be  a 
judicious  individual  free  from  undue  influence  by 
either  side. 

Given  the  fact  that  some  of  the  longtime 
members  of  the  Rent  Board  (such  as  landlord  Tim 
Carrico  and  tenants  Polly  Marshall  and  Denice 
Stephenson)  are  burnt  out  and  have  longstanding  de¬ 
sires  to  reclaim  their  Tuesday  evenings,  some  change  is 
necessary.  However,  replacement  en  masse  would  be 
a  major  mistake. 

It  would  be  a  declaration  of  war  by  landlords 
if  they  boldly  take  control  of  the  Rent  Board  and  begin 
chopping  back  the  vines  of  fairness  and  equity  in  order 
to  plant  money  bushes.  Mayor  Jordan  must  be  cautious 
in  choosing  the  new  Rent  Board.  Packing  it  with 
landlords  and  their  sympathizers  will  result  in  real 
injury  to  renters’  pocketbooks  and  the  assurance  that 
Frank  will  be  a  one-term  mayor. 

Before  the  battle  is  joined.  Mayor  Jordan 
should  invite  tenant  and  landlord  leaders  to  talk  among 
themselves  and  with  their  constituents  after  the  elec¬ 
tion.  These  people  should  recommend  their  candidates 
for  the  Rent  Board  in  addition  to  determining  those 
issues  which  both  sides  can  agree  to. 

Although  it  may  seem  far-fetched  to  imagine 
a  day  when  these  oil-and-water  combatants  will  cast 
aside  the  worn  invectives  and  clasp  hands,  it  has 
happened  before,  most  spectacularly  after  the  Loma 
Prieta  quake  and  in  working  on  the  seismic  safety  law. 
The  majority  of  activists  recognize  that  rent  control  is 
here  to  stay  and  we  are  not  going  to  see  radical  changes 
in  either  direction.  The  house  is  built  -  we’re  simply 
rearranging  the  furniture. 


Become  A  Tenants  Union 
Volunteer  Counselor! 

There’s  a  great  demand  in  the  city  for  our  counseling  services  and  we  are  trying  to  accommodate  the  need 
by  training  as  many  counselors  as  possible.  Our  next  training  is  scheduled  for  November.  Our  counselors  find 
their  volunteer  work  at  the  Tenants  Union  very  rewarding. 

Our  training  consists  of  a  combination  of  “on  the  job”  training  and  a  two-day  classroom  training.  The  next 
classroom  training  will  take  place  on  November  7  and  14  from  9:30  AM  to  4:00  PM  here  at  the  Tenants  Union. 

The  main  part  of  the  training,  however,  will  take  place  “on  the  job.”  We  will  ask  you  to  start  sitting  in  on 
a  counseling  shift.  Y ou  will  be  assigned  to  a  shift  with  a  regular  counselor  to  observe  initially  and  then  gradually 
to  begin  counseling  on  your  own.  You  must  begin  sitting  in  on  a  shift  in  order  to  take  the  training  in  November. 
If  you  are  interested,  please  call  282-6622  (or  the  counseling  line)  and  leave  a  message  for  the  Office  Manager. 

All  of  our  counselors  are  volunteers  and  eventually  we  will  ask  you  to  take  responsibility  for  your  own 
counseling  shift.  We  also  have  regular  counselor  potlucks  and  Tenant  Union  gatherings  so  that  you  can  meet  the 
other  counselors  and  learn  more  about  the  Tenant  Union. 

If  you  are  interested  in  being  trained,  we  need  to  set  you  up  on  a  counseling  shift.  We  have  daytime,  evening 
and  weekend  shifts  available. 


Training  Scheduled  For 
November  7  and  14 


Call  282-6622  To  Sign  Up! 
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Tenant  Times  Interview 


(Ora  Prochovnick  is  an  Attorney  with  Bay  side  Legal 
Advocates  and  a  Tenants  Union  counselor.  She  has 
been  involved  with  tenants  advocacy  and  the  SFTUfor 
nearly  ten  years.  This  interview  was  conducted  by  Jim 
Faye  on  August  27,  1992). 

JF:  How  did  you  first  get  involved  with  tenant- 
landlord  law? 

OP:  When  I  was  in  law  school,  I  did  some  clerking  in 
the  area  of  tenant-landlord.  And  I  started  working  at  the 
Tenants  Union.  And  clerking  at  the  West  Bay  Law 
Collective  in  82-83. 

JF:  When  did  you  graduate  from  law  school? 

OP:  In  1984. 

JF:  At  which  point  you  took  the  Bar  Exam. 

OP:  And  lived  to  tell  the  tale.  I  became  an  attorney  in 
December  of  ’84. 

JF:  What  were  you  doing  before  that?  -- 

OP:  Law-wise  or  as  a  human  being? 

JF:  As  a  human  being. 

OP:  I  lived  in  Missouri,  did  political  work.  I  was  a 
community  organizer  and  travelled  around  the  state. 
Utilities  and  energy  issues  were  the  main  field.  I 
worked  with  a  group  called  Missouri  Citizens  Action 
and  was  active  in  the  Crawdad  Alliance  and  got  busted 
a  couple  of  times. 

JF.  What  was  Crawdad  Alliance  trying  to  do? 

OP:  Tried  to  close  down  a  couple  of  nukes  that  were 
being  built  in  cotton  farmland,  the  Missouri  River 
Basin. 

JF:  Were  you  successful? 

OP:  Not  particularly.  We  got  one  shut  down  but  the 
other  one  is  operating  now. 

JF:  So  that  was  Missouri.  Then  you  came  to  sunny 
California. 

OP:  Various  things  were  happening  in  my  life  at  that 
point  which  for  some  reason  led  me  to  law  school.  My 
official  excuse  was  to  go  to  law  school  at  New  College 
in  1981. 

JF:  What  part  of  Missouri  are  you  from? 

OP:  I’m  from  Chicago,  originally.  I  went  to  Missouri 
to  go  to  school  and  got  stuck  there  for  a  while.  I  moved 
around  with  my  parents  five  times  on  the  South  Side  of 
Chicago  in  1 8  years.  Twice  it  was  voluntary,  to  upscale 
ourselves  and  get  larger  places.  The  other  three  moves 
were  definately  not.  One  was  a  decision  by  my  parents 
to  move  that  was  clearly  due  to  the  neighborhood  being 
destroyed  by  the  banks  and  real  estate  speculators. 
South  Shore  had  been  a  really  decent,  integrated  nice 
place.  It  went  totally  down  the  tubes  and  was  overriden 
by  gangs  and  my  folks  were  worried  about  us  all  getting 
killed  on  the  way  to  school.  Then  the  next  place  we 
moved  to  we  were  evicted  from.  I  was  about  14  then. 
It  wasn’t  a  big  deal  -  we  had  time  to  move  and  we  found 
a  place  up  the  street,  so  I  don’t  think  it  traumatized  me 
for  life.  We  also  had  a  place  that  we  moved  into  where 
we  learned  was  being  rented  because  the  people  before 
us  were  being  evicted  and  weren’t  really  out  at  the  time 
we  moved  in  and  we  had  no  place  to  go.  That  was  pretty 


interesting. 

JF:  You  have  subsequently  set  up  a  small  law  firm 
called  Bayside  Legal  Advocates.  What  kind  of  law 
does  Bayside  do? 

OP:  We’re  an  all-women  run  community  law  practice, 
a  collective.  We  do  a  variety  of  law  with  the  overriding 
philosophy  of  trying  to  be  accessible  to  underserved 
portions  of  the  community.  The  main  emphasis  of  our 
practice  is  in  various  forms  of  tenant  advocacy  work  - 
eviction  defense,  affirmative  suits,  vacating  defaults. 
That’s  about  60%  of  our  practice.  In  addition  we  do 
work  with  non-traditional  familes  -  lesbian/gay  fami¬ 
lies.  Adoptions,  powers  of  attorney,  wills,  that  sort  of 
thing.  Some  police  misconduct  cases  and  discrimina¬ 
tion.  We  also  do  some  personal  injury  and  non-profit 
incorporation. 

JF:  Is  Bayside  bilingual? 

OP:  Spanish-speaking.  And  there’s  an  amazing  lack  of 
Spanish  speaking  tenant  attorneys  in  San  Francisco. 
JF:  Why  did  you  decide  to  become  a  lawyer? 


OP:  I  found  myself  interacting  frequently  with  the  legal 
system.  Within  about  one  year’s  time,  I  was  arrested 
twice  for  civil  disobedience,  a  very  close  friend  of  mine 
was  being  sued  for  custody  and  losing  her  kids  because 
she  was  a  lesbian.  I  was  a  schoolbus  driver  and  we  went 
on  strike  and  all  of  us  were  fired.  This  was  all  within 
twelve  months.  The  lawyers  I  worked  with  in  each  of 
these  situations  were  less  than  satisfactory  for  various 
reasons.  I  figured  I  could  do  at  least  as  bad  a  job  as  they 
were  doing.  The  ones  who  were  very  good  attorneys 


Ora,  Tsipora  and  a  Rooster 


were  still  very  disrespectful  to  us  as  their  clients.  Our 
Teamster  lawyer  - 1  was  a  Teamster  as  a  busdriver  - 
most  of  the  drivers  were  women  -  the  lawyers  would 
come  in  and  say  you  all  are  too  stupid  to  possibly 
understand  what’s  happening  to  you  but  we’ll  try  to  tell 
you  a  little  about  what’s  going  on  here.  I  thought  I’d 
like  to  try  being  more  civil  to  my  clients  and  let  them 
know  what  happening. 

JF:  As  a  woman  lawyer,  do  you  feel  you  are  discrimi¬ 
nated  against? 

OP:  I’m  definitely  treated  differently  by  opposition 
counsel.  I  haven’t  noticed  too  much  with  judges 
because  you  go  in  front  of  the  same  judges  with  some 
regularity  and  you  establish  a  reputation  for  yourself. 
But  opposition  counsel  treats  me  less  respectfully  or 
takes  me  less  seriously  because  I’m  a  woman.  They 
make  me  work  harder  to  prove  I  can  do  what  I  need  to 
do. 

JF:  Is  that  generally  true  among  women  attorneys? 
OP:  I  can  only  speak  for  myself  but  among  those  I’ve 
talked  with,  that’s  generally  true.  Especially,  I’m  a 
woman  attorney  who  doesn’t  like  to  play  the  game  - 1 
never  where  a  skirt  to  court. 

JF:  Do  you  still  like  being  a  lawyer  after  eight  years? 
OP:  Most  days.  I  don’t  like  the  company  you  have  to 
keep  and  I  don’t  like  some  of  the  game-playing  aspects 
of  it.  But  I  feel  good  about  going  to  work  most  days,  and 
that  I  can  make  a  living  doing  something  that  I  feel 
needs  to  be  done  and  is  worth  doing  and  that  my  little 
mind  seems  to  be  good  at  doing  all  at  the  same  time.  I 
used  to  separate  out  my  political  work  and  my  paid 


work  and  that  I  can  do  it  all  at  the  same  time  is  kind  of 
nifty. 

JF:  You’ve  never  thought  about  representing  a  land¬ 
lord? 

OP:  I  am  a  landlord,  I  guess,  technically,  in  that  I  own 
a  house  and  have  roommates  who  don’t  own  the  house 
with  me. 

JF:  That’s  true.  Small,  small,  small  landlord,  on  that 
level. 

OP:  Very  very  small. 

JF:  But  you  don’t  represent  landlords? 

OP:  I  don’t.  I’ve  been  approached  but  have  refused  to, 
as  a  matter  of  philosophy. 

JF:  Of  course,  there  would  be  more  money  to  be 
made,  presumably? 

OP:  Presumably.  But  I  wouldn’t  have  gone  into  this 
line  of  work  if  making  more  money  was  my  primary 
concern. 

JF:  That  moves  us  into  the  area  of  pro  bono  represen¬ 
tation  which  is  basically  that  you  represent  clients  for 


free.  Lawyers  have  a  moral  obligation  to  represent  the 
poor.  You’ve  done  your  share  over  the  years. 

OP:  I’ve  done  a  chunk. 

JF:  How  much  say  do  you  have  in  who  you  represent? 
If  you  get  referrals  from  the  Bar,  Volunteer  Legal 
Services  or  some  other  agency,  do  you  qualify  your 
representation? 

OP:  I  have  a  great  deal  of  say  in  who  I  represent  which 
is  one  of  the  reasons  I  started  my  own  practice.  To  have 
control  over  what  I  do  and  who  I  do  it  for.  But  because, 
as  I  explained  earlier,  that  my  practice  is  a  collective, 
my  personal  say  is  tempered  by  what  the  other  two  want 
to  do. 

JF:  Have  you  turned  down  potential  pro  bono  clients 
because  there  was  a  bad  connection,  so  to  speak,  or 
more  on  a  factual  basis  looking  at  the  circumstances 
of  their  case? 

OP:  No,  the  most  frequent  reason  we  turn  down  a  pro 
bono  client  is  that  at  that  point  in  time,  we  can’t  afford 
to  spend  the  time  or  we’re  not  even  taking  any  more 
paying  clients  let  alone  any  pro  bono  clients.  I  can’t 
think  of  a  time  when  we  turned  down  a  pro  bono  client 
because  we  didn’t  click  with  each  other.  I  probably  get 
along  with  them  and  like  them  better  than  most  of  my 
paying  clients,  although  there  are  exceptions. 

JF:  And  you  do  your  volunteer  shift  at  the  Tenants 
Union.  You’vebeendoingthatforalongtime.  That’s 
essentially  pro  bono. 

OP:  I  guess  I  do  pro  bono  work  besides  direct  represen¬ 
tation.  I’m  involved  with  the  AIDS  Legal  Referral 
Panel.  I  do  a  lot  of  their  tenant  stuff.  I  do  a  lot  of 
consultation  through  the  Bar  Association  with  attor¬ 
neys  who  are  doing  cases.  So  I  don’t  do  the  work. 
That’s  the  fun  part  when  I  just  tell  other  people  what  to 
do.  But  I  guess  that’s  my  time  too.  And  I  work  with  the 
Homeless  Advocacy  Project  and  go  to  their  clinics. 
JF:  Do  you  think  the  private  Tenants  Bar  does 
enough  to  help  people  who  can’t  afford  to  pay? 

OP:  I  think  the  problems  given  the  current  state  of 
affairs,  enough  can’t  be  done.  So  I’m  not  sure  it’s  the 
fault  of  the  private  Tenants  Bar.  There’s  too  big  a  hole 
to  fill.  Most  of  the  members  are  small  practitioners. 
There’s  only  so  much  pro  bono  you  can  do  and  still  keep 
your  office  open,  I  do  think  there  are  individuals  who 
don’t  do  enough  and  individuals  who  do  more  than 
their  fair  share,  so  it  probably  balances  out.  But  there 
is  a  constant  need  that’s  not  being  filled  right  now. 
JF:  It’s  a  good  thing  the  Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic 
is  still  around.  If  they  weren’t,  I  don’t  know  what 
would  happen.  You’d  have  a  lot  of  tenants  slipping 
through  the  cracks. 

This  is  being  called  a  “renter’s  market’’  by 
real  estate  people  because  there  are  so  many  vacan¬ 
cies  and  places  are  sitting  empty  for  months  and 
months  because  no  one  is  willing  to  pay  the  exorbitant 
rents.  What’s  your  reaction  to  that? 

OP:  Well,  it  certainly  is  different  than  it  was.  When  I 
first  moved  to  San  Francisco,  you  never  saw  a  “For 
Rent”  sign,  ever.  But  you  also  don’t  see  rents  coming 
down.  They  are  not  going  up  at  the  rate  they  once  were. 
Maybe  I’m  wrong  about  this  but  the  law  of  supply  and 
demand  would  dictate  that  with  so  many  units  sitting 
empty  the  rents  would  be  coming  down  to  $850  instead 
of  $1050  a  month,  but  I’m  not  seeing  that  happen  yet. 
JF:  Perhaps  it’s  the  unique  phase  we’re  in  today 
when  the  economy  is  as  stagnant  as  it  is  and  people 
aren’t  as  mobile  right  now. 

OP:  I  think  we’re  still  dealing  with  the  reality  of  San 
Francisco  being  a  highly  desirable  place  to  live,  a 
limited  number  of  square  miles,  and  even  with  a  some¬ 
what  higher  vacancy  rate  than  typical  for  this  area,  I 
don’t  think  it’s  ever  going  to  be  a  renter’s  market. 

JF:  You  were  able  to  escape  the  renter’s  market  and 
bought  a  home,  that’s  a  good  thing.  I’m  always 
impressed  by  people  who  I  counsel  who  tell  me  that 
they  are  moving  out  because  they  were  able  to  pull  it 
together  to  buy  a  home. 

OP:  We  were  evicted  when  we  bought  our  home. 
Actually,  I  was  driven  into  homeownership  by  an 
eviction. 

JF:  Better  homeownership  than  homelessness. 

OP:  It  was  my  willingness  to  live  collectively  is  a  part 
of  what  enabled  me  to  do  this. ..three  adult  incomes 
willing  to  purchase  this  home. 

JF:  As  a  homeowner,  has  it  changed  your  perception 
on  tenant-landlord?  Do  you  handle  it  differently  now 

Continued  on  Page  9 


”1  used  to  separate  out  my  political  work  and  my  paid 
work  and  that  I  can  do  it  all  at  the  same  time  is  kind  of  nifty.  ” 


Proposition  H  Cuts  Rent  Increases  In  Half. 
Not  Only  Will  It  Save  You  Money ,  It  Provides 
Needed  Rent  Relief  To  All  Tenants 
Struggling  To  Hang  Onto  Their  Homes 
and  Jobs  in  This  Recession. 


Why  Do  Landlords  Get  A 
Guaranteed  4%  Rent  Increase? 


Back  in  the  early  ’80s,  people  thought  it  was  a  good  idea  to  tie  rent  increases  to  inflation.  This  way,  rents  would  increase  no  more  than  wages, 
or  the  costs  of  food,  clothing  or  other  goods.  So  a  provision  was  added  to  the  city’s  rent  law  allowing  landlords  to  raise  rents  by  60%  of  each  year’s  increase 
in  inflation.  60%  was  chosen  because  it  represents  the  portion  of  inflation  which  measures  the  actual  increase  in  landlord  expenses,  excluding  the  effect 
of  the  volatile  oil  and  food  prices. 

They  also  said,  though,  that  no  matter  how  low  inflation  became,  landlords  could  always  get  at  least  a  4%  annual  increase.  One  year,  inflation 
was  less  than  1%— landlords  got  a  rent  increase  of  four  times  that.  This  year,  inflation  is  about  2%— landlords  will  get  a  rent  increase  of  twice  that:  the 
guaranteed  4% 

Proposition  H  eliminates  the  4%  guarantee.  That’s  the  only  change  it  makes  in  the  law  .  Rent  increases  will  be  60%  of  inflation  and  landlords 
can  raise  rents  only  by  the  amount  their  expenses  increase.  If  an  oil  embargo  or  food  shortages  caused  inflation  to  skyrocket,  the  maximum  increase  of 
7%— now  in  the  law— would  remain  in  effect  under  Proposition  H. 

The  4%  guarantee  was  put  in  the  law  back  in  the  early  days  of  the  Reagan/Bush  era.  Back  when  some  people  believed  that  tax  cuts,  subsidies  and 
guaranteed  profits  for  businessmen  would  mean  more  jobs  and  lower  rents  for  all  of  us. 

What’s  More  Important: 

Landlord  Profits  or  Affordable  Housing? 

Today  we  re  paying  the  price  for  those  policies.  We  are  mired  deep  in  a  recession.  Wages  are  down.  Unemployment  is  up.  Rents  are  still  high 
and  San  Francisco  has  the  second  highest  rents  anywhere.  The  division  between  the  rich  and  poor  is  sharper  than  it  has  ever  been  in  history. 

Since  1 983  landlords  have  been  able  to  raise  rents  more  than  inflation.  They’ve  raised  rents  twice  what  their  expenses  have  increased.  Next  year 
they’ll  be  able  to  raise  rents  twice  what  inflation  is-four  times  what  their  expenses  have  increased. 

Now  we  are  in  the  midst  of  a  recession.  Those  who  work  for  a  living  are  struggling  to  get  by.  For  those  lucky  enough  to  find  work,  hours  are  being 
cut  and  wages  are  being  slashed.  Meanwhile,  our  rents  continue  to  soar. 

Those  who  live  off  their  real  estate  investments  have  a  different  story.  Mortgage  rates  are  at  an  all  time  low.  Contractors  and  maintenance  people 
are  begging  for  work  and  are  forced  to  work  for  next  to  nothing.  Landlords  have  long  benefited  by  Proposition  13  tax  cuts. 

Do  we  want  to  continue  the  Reagan/Bush  policies?  Do  we  believe  that  more  money  to  landlords  means  more  affordable  housing?  In  1992,  we 
have  an  election  where  we  will  make  some  basic  choices:  Do  we  care  about  tax  cuts  for  the  wealthy  or  jobs  for  the  workers?  And  do  we  care  about 
guaranteeing  landlord  profits  or  affordable  housing? 

Yes  on  Proposition  H  says  we  care  about  affordable  housing,  not  guaranteed  profits.  It  says  we  understand  that  thousands  are  forced  out  of  San 
Francisco  or  onto  the  streets  because  they  can’t  afford  to  live  here.  And  it  says  we  care  more  about  peoples’  right  to  housing  than  we  do  landlord  profits. 

This  Year,  You  Paid  $1,705 
Too  Much  In  Rent. 

Next  Year,  $2,000  Extra. 

Immediately,  rent  increases  will  be  cut  in  half.  Because  the  annual  rent  increase  compounds,  Proposition  H  will  significantly  slow  rising  rents. 
If  the  4%  guarantee  was  never  made  part  of  the  law,  tenants  would  be  paying  thousands  of  dollars  less  in  rent  each  year. 

Figure  out  what  it’s  meant  for  you:  Since  1983,  you’ve  probably  received  rent  increases  of  4%  a  year.  They  should  have  been  about  2%.  Take 
out  your  calculator  and  recalculate  your  rent  based  on  a  2%  annual  increase. 

You'll  be  surprised  at  how  much  money  over  inflation  you’ve  paid.  A  tenant  who  rented  in  1 985  for  $850  (the  average  rent)  is  now  paying  $  1 ,705 
too  much  each  year.  Next  year  it’ll  be  over  $2,000. 

When  people  talk  about  the  rich  getting  richer  while  we  get  poorer,  that’s  how  it  happens. 


For  Relief  of  Rental  Pain 


YES  on  Proposition  H 
Stops  Rents  From  Rising  Faster 
Than  Inflation  or  Our  Wages. 
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Proposition  H  Will  Keep  Rents 
In  Line  With  Inflation  &  Wages 


San  Francisco  rents  have  been  rising  faster 
than  inflation  or  wages  for  ten  years.  This  year, 
landlords  can  raise  rents  by  more  than  twice  the  rate  of 
inflation,  unless  we  pass  Proposition  H. 

For  ten  years,  landlords  have  been  making 
excess  profits  because  of  this  4%  guarantee.  Since 
1983,  rents  have  increased  faster  than  inflation.  This 
means  that  our  rents  go  up  more  than  our  wages.  And 
landlords  are  getting  rent  increases  of  two-three  times 
what  their  expenses  are  increasing. 

The  inequity  of  this  has  become  clear  as  the 
economy  has  plunged  further  into  recession  and  people 
see  their  jobs  disappear  or  earnings  diminish. 

Rent  control  was  passed  in  1979  because  San 
Francisco's  rents  were  growing  so  much  faster  than 
inflation  or  wages.  Certain  industries  are  immune  to 
laws  of  supply  and  demand  and  provide  such  essential 
goods  or  services  that  their  prices  must  be  controlled. 
Housing  is  one  such  industry  which  must  be  regulated 
or  else  peoples'  need  for  shelter  becomes  secondary  to 
landlords'  profits. 

As  in  most  cities  with  rent  control,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  passed  a  law  which  allowed  for  annual  rent 
increases  tied  to  inflation.  The  law  said  rents  could 
automatically  rise  every  year  by  60%  of  the  local 
inflation  rate.  60%  was  selected  because  it  represents 
the  portion  of  inflation  which  accurately  measures 
actual  landlord  expenses  of  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance. 

As  a  percentage  of  the  inflation  rate,  60% 
factors  out  most  of  the  effect  of  oil  and  food  prices,  the 
two  most  volatile  components  of  the  inflation  rate. 
60%  also  is  the  percentage  of  landlord  expenses  which 
are  paid  for  through  rental  income,  according  to  the 
Institute  of  Real  Estate  Management. 

However,  a  provision  was  added  to  the  law  a 
few  years  after  passage  which  said  the  annual  rent 
increase  can  never  be  less  than  4%  regardless  of  how 
low  inflation  or  landlord  expenses  were. 

At  first,  this  4%  guarantee  was  tolerable  as 
inflation  stayed  high.  Then,  in  1983,  the  inflation  rate 
plummeted  to  less  than  1%.  Even  though  60%  of 
inflation  would  have  meant  virtually  no  rent  increase 
that  year,  the  law  allowed  landlords  to  raise  rents  over 
four  times  as  much  as  inflation— eight  times  more  than 
their  expenses  increased. 

And  since  1983,  inflation  has  stayed  under 
4%,  while  rents  have  increased  by  4%  every  year. 


Tenants  have  been  paying  $2  more  in  rent  for  every  $  1 
their  landlord's  expenses  have  increased.' 

The  impact  on  tenants  has  been  significant. 
Tenants  who’ve  recently  moved  in  find  that  4%  of  a  rent 
already  over  $1,000  is  over  $40.  And  since  the  4% 
compounds  every  year,  people  who’ve  lived  in  their 
homes  awhile  find  that  they  are  paying  close  to  market 
rate  rents  because  their  rent  has  been  increasing  more 
than  inflation. 

This  has  been  a  nagging  problem  for  tenants 
for  many  years,  but  the  recession  brought  it  to  a  head. 
Proposition  H  came  out  of  a  series  of  neighborhood 
tenant  conventions  held  last  Spring.  At  each  of  the 
neighborhood  meetings,  tenants  independently  raised 
the  annual  4%  increase  as  an  onerous  burden.  At  the 
citywide  convention  in  May,  tenants  overwhelmingly 
zeroed  in  on  the  4%  minimum  increase  as  it  was 
increasing  rents  so  much  faster  than  incomes.  Many 
told  of  stories  of  being  barely  able  to  hang  onto  their 
apartments  at  their  existing  rents. 

Meanwhile,  for  landlords  the  recession  meant 
the  lowest  interest  rates  on  their  mortgages  in  decades. 
Through  adjustable  rate  mortgages  or  refinancing,  land¬ 
lords  have  been  able  to  substantially  reduce  mortgage 
payments— the  greatest  expense  a  landlord  faces. 

Proposition  H  restores  flexibility  to  the  rent 
control  law  so  that  when  the  economy  results  in  lower 
incomes  for  tenants  and  lower  expenses  for  landlords, 
the  annual  rent  increase  level  can  drop  accordingly. 

Tenants  are  a  vital  part  of  the  local  economy, 
paying  over  $2  billion  a  year  in  rents.  Up  to  one-half 
of  that  immediately  leaves  San  Francisco  (to  out-of- 
town  absentee  landlords),  according  to  a  study  by 
Community  Economics.  This  is  money  lost  to  the  local 
economy.  Money  which  supports  jobs  and  small 
businesses.  Every  year  the  $2  billion  paid  in  rent 
increases  by  4%.  Prop  H  will  cut  that  increase  in  half. 

Proposition  H  is  a  basic  reform  of  the  rent  law. 
Except  for  crossing  out  the  words:  "never  less  than 
4%",  it  makes  no  changes  in  the  rent  law.  All  of  our 
existing  protections  remain  the  same;  it  just  says  that 
when  inflation  and  incomes  are  low,  rent  increases  can 
be  low  as  well. 

Don't  believe  all  the  landlord  lies  you  will 
hear.  Remember,  they  are  out  to  make  money  off  your 
home  and,  like  George  Bush,  they'll  go  to  any  lengths 
to  keep  a  good  thing  going  for  them.  Vote  YES  ON 
PROPOSITION  H! 


What 

Proposition 

HDoes 

The  rent  increase  most  tenants  are  familiar 
with  is  the  yearly  rent  increase.  This  rent  increase  is 
designed  to  compensate  landlords  for  any  increases  in 
their  routine  expenses  and  is  thus  tied  to  increases  in 
inflation  in  the  San  Francisco  area.  Because  60%  of  the 
inflation  rate  (or  Consumer  Price  Index)  represents  the 
costs  of  operating  rental  property,  rents  can  be  raised 
60%  of  the  increase  in  inflation.  The  law  also  says, 
however,  that  regardless  of  what  inflation  is,  the  rent 
increase  can  never  be  less  than  4%. 

Proposition  H  merely  removes  4  words  from 
rent  control-the  4  words  which  guarantee  that  the 
minimum  rent  increase  will  always  be  at  least  4%,  even 
when  60%  of  the  inflation  rate  (Consumer  Price  Index) 
falls  below  4%.  The  initiative  does  nothing  else  but 
remove  this  guarantee.  No  other  changes  are  made  to 
the  law.  No  new  bureaucracies  are  created.  No  new 
requirements  are  created  for  landlords. 

Under  rent  control,  landlords  can  get  rent 
increases  in  a  number  of  ways.  The  major  rent  increase 
methods  are: 

\.)The  Automatic  Annual  Rent  Increase. 
This  does  not  require  Rent  Board  approval.  It  is  now 
between  4-7%  and  is  set  by  the  Rent  Board  each  year 
based  on  the  increase  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 
This  is  the  section  Proposition  H  changes. 

2. )Operating  &  Maintenance  Increases.  This 
requires  prior  Rent  Board  approval.  Landlords  can  get 
rent  increases  above  4%  by  demonstrating  that  their 
actual  costs  for  operating  and  maintaining  their  build¬ 
ings  justifies  the  additional  increase.  Proposition  H 
makes  no  changes  in  this  section. 

3.  )Capitol Improvements.  This  also  requires 
Rent  Board  approval.  Landlords  can  pass  costs  on  to 
tenants  for  major  repairs  and  renovations.  They  must 
demonstrate  that  the  work  is  necessary  and  is  actually 
being  done.  Proposition  H  makes  no  changes  in  this. 

4 DComparables.  With  Rent  Board  approval, 
landlords  can  raise  rents  if  they  can  demonstrate  the 
apartment's  rent  is  below  that  of  similar  sized  units,  in 
the  same  neighborhood,  and  with  similar  tenant  lon¬ 
gevity.  Proposition  H  makes  no  changes  in  this  section. 


Don't  Believe  The  Landlords'  Lies:  Do  You  Think  They 
Care  About  Your  Housing  or  Their  Profits? 

Around  mid-October,  voters  should  be  getting  a  barrage  of  No-on-H  mailings.  The  bulk  of  their  money  goes  to  direct  mail  pieces.  They  have  enough  money 
to  send  out  targeted  mailing-the  mail  you  receive  will  likely  be  different  than  another  tenant  in  another  neighborhood  receives.  The  mailings  to  homeowners  are  completely 
different  than  those  to  tenants. 

They  will  mostly  use  the  tried  and  true  scare  techniques,  saying  that  Prop  H  will  actually  lead  to  higher  rents.  They  will  try  to  divide  the  voters,  especially  by 
pitting  homeowners  against  tenants.  Remember  the  source  of  these:  the  people  behind  No-on-H  are  large  and  wealthy  landlords.  (Leona  Helmsley  has  contributed  two- 
thirds  of  their  money  at  press  time).  They  could  care  less  about  affordable  housing  or  your  rent.  Yet,  they  will  try  to  convince  you  that  they  are  in  the  business  of  being 
landlords  only  for  altruistic  reasons.  From  their  arguments  in  the  ballot  handbook,  it  appears  their  campaign  will  basically  rehash  the  same  arguments  they  used  against 
vacancy  control  and  other  tenant  issues.  Here’s  a  look  at  a  few  of  their  common  ones: 

1.  Proposition  H  Will  Raise  Rent-Thh  is  such  a  specious  argument,  it  shouldn’t  need  to  be  addressed.  But  the  point  will  be  hammered  into  voters  by  mailings, 
signs  and  billboards.  Their  logic  is  that,  without  the  4%  increase,  they  will  have  to  take  advantage  of  other  ways  the  rent  law  allows  rents  to  be  increased.  The fact  is,  landlords 
do  not  like  to  use  the  other  ways  and  they  won’t  use  them  any  more  than  they  do  now. 

They  will  most  often  cite  “Capital  Improvement”  rent  increases  as  the  tool  they’ll  use  to  recoup  their  profits.  But  they  don’t  like  to  use  capital  improvements 
because  they  can't  profit  off  them..  The  4%  is  automatic  and  guaranteed.  They  get  it  whether  theirexpenses  increase  by  1%  or  even  decrease  and  they  don’t  have  to  document 
anything.  With  capital  improvements,  tenants  can  raise  objections  and  make  landlords  prove  the  work  was  actually  needed  and  done.  Landlords  can  only  get  reimbursed 
for  work  they  did,  at  its  actual  cost,  and  only  for  the  amount  which  exceed  the  annual  rent  increase.  In  other  words,  they  can't  automatically  get  extra  profits.  So,  while 
they’ll  threaten  to  use  capital  improvements  more,  they  won’t.  There’s  no  profit  in  it. 

2.  60%  of  Inflation  Is  Unfair  To  Landlords  &  Won’t  Cover  Their  Expenses-Wont  give  them  excess  profits  is  the  truth.  Every  rent  control  law  which  ties  rent 
increases  to  inflation  uses  a  formula  based  on  some  percentage  of  inflation.  Basing  it  on  100%  of  inflation  would  mean  landlords  would  get  outrageous  rent  increases  if 
there  was  an  oil  embargo,  for  example.  For  ten  years,  San  Francisco  landlords  have  received  60%  of  inflation.  And  they've  been  satisfied  with  it.  Until  now. 

3.  Proposition  His  Radical  &  From  A  “Fringe  Element”  ofTenant-This  is  their  strangest  argument.  Look  at  your  ballot  handbook.  The  list  of  “mainstream” 
supporters  is  almost  embarrassing.  Seven  Supervisors,  the  Catholic  Church,  children’s  groups,  elderly  groups,  the  Democratic  Party,  neighborhood  groups,  unions,  etc. 
The  only  group  lacking  is  the  Republican  party. 

Probably  what  they  find  so  extreme  is  that  Proposition  H  came  from  a  series  of  open  and  democratic  neighborhood  conventions.  To  the  No-on-H  crowd,  the  idea 
of  policy  being  developed  by  citizens  in  an  open  process  is  completely  irresponsible.  They  much  prefer  the  closed  backroom  deals  they’ve  been  able  to  use  so  well  to  weaken 
our  rent  control  law. 

4.  Proposition  H  Will  Cause  Housing  To  Deteriorate-K  basic  scare  tactic.  They’ll  show  picture  of  houses  falling  apart.  This  argument  is  another  specious 
argument.  Landlords  who  make  repairs  do  so  because  they  want  to  take  care  of  their  investment.  Landlords  who  don’t  make  the  repairs  are  looking  for  ways  to  cut  their 
expenses.  Proposition  H  doesn’t  eliminate  the  landlord ’s  ability  to  recover  the  increases  in  their  maintenance  expenses,  it  merely  says  they  can't  get  twice  as  much  as  their 
maintenance  expenses  have  increased,  as  has  been  the  case  for  the  last  ten  years.  How  prompt  is  your  landlord  at  making  repairs  now?  Probably  not  very.  Repair  problems 
are  the  most  common  complaints  of  all  the  issues  the  Tenants  Union  counsels. 

5.  Rent  Control  is  Working  Fine- If  it’s  working  so  fine,  why  do  we  have  the  second  highest  rents  in  the  country?  Why  are  rents  increasing  more  than  incomes? 
Why  are  evictions  up  almost  1 00%?  Why  are  we  becoming  a  city  of  rich  people  and  tourists?  San  Francisco  has  a  weak  rent  control  law.  Technically,  it’s  a  rent  stabilization 
law.  It’s  over  13  years  old  and  badly  in  need  of  some  basic  reforms. 

It  may  be  working  fine  for  landlords,  but  not  for  tenants. 
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Rent  Control  Issues  Are  Economic  Justice  Issues 


1992  saw  urban  riots  for  the  first  time  in 
twenty  years.  After  12yearsof  Reagan/Bush  economic 
policies  aimed  at  rewarding  the  rich  and  punishing  the 
poor,  this  is  not  real  surprising.  There  are  more  people 
below  the  "poverty  line"  today  than  there  was  before 
the  "war"  on  poverty  began.  And  the  economy  is 
getting  worse. 

The  problems  of  poverty  are  complex  and 
hopefully  society  will  again  look  at  how  we  can  ensure 
all  people  have  economic  equality.  When  people  talk 
about  poverty,  issues  like  jobs  are  usually  right  at  the 
forefront.  What  about  the  role  of  housing,  though?  Are 
issues  of  affordable  housing  important  enough  that  we 
should  examine  initiatives  like  Proposition  H  on  merits 
of  what  they  will  do  to  benefit  all  society,  not  just  our 
own  individual  rents? 

Rent  Increases 

5%  I - r - v- - ' - 


PROPH 

For  example,  a  study  by  the  Center  on  Budget 
and  Policy  Priorities  revealed  that  renters  in  Los 
Angeless  riot  areas  paid  an  average  of  77%  of  their 
income  to  rent.  "In  the  aftermath  of  the  riots,  it  didn't 
seem  that  housing  was  getting  very  much  attention  as 
one  of  the  problems  of  poverty  underlying  the  riots," 
said  Paul  Leonard,  one  of  the  reports  authors. 

San  Francisco  has  an  average  income  of 
$38,000  per  household.  Yet  about  one-third  of  the 
people  here  make  less  than  $  14,000  per  year.  And  San 
Francisco  is  second  in  the  country  in  the  number  of 
homeless  people. 

It  is  generally  accepted  now  that  the  Reagan/ 
Bush  era  led  to  a  sharp  division  between  rich  and  poor. 
In  San  Francisco,  where  many  blue  collar  jobs  and 
virtually  all  affordable  housing,  has  been  lost  this  has 
been  especially  true.  The  number  of  low  income 
families  here  grew  by  about  30%  over  the  ’80s.  While 
families  with  incomes  over  $75,000  grew  by  about 
30% 

San  Francisco  has  the  second  highest  rents  in 
the  country.  Even  in  the  midst  of  a  recession  and  high 
vacancies,  rents  are  continuing  to  climb.  The  economic 
laws  of  supply  and  demand  say  rents  should  be  drop¬ 
ping,  due  to  the  many  vacancies.  But  thats  not  happen¬ 
ing. 

A  major  reason  for  our  high  rents  is  the  sharp 
division  in  incomes  here.  San  Francisco  is  two-thirds 
renter;  even  among  tenants  there  is  sharp  income  dis¬ 
parity.  While  about  one-third  of  the  city  is  making 
under  $  1 4,000,  about  half  is  making  over  $30,000.  The 
higher  the  income,  the  more  a  tenant  views  high  rents 
as  an  inconvenience,  which  is  related  to  more  in  terms 
of  housing  amenities  and  quality  rather  than  as  an  issue 
of  affordable,  safe  &  habitable  shelter. 

This  has  created  a  unique  political  climate 
when  it  comes  to  tenant  issues  on  the  ballot  or  at  City 
Hall.  Most  communities  find  that  housing  issues  will 
divide  landlords  vs.  tenants  and  homeowners  vs.  ten¬ 
ants  to  a  lesser  degree  (a  division  of  the  propertied  vs. 
unpropertied  which  has  been  around  for  centuries). 

In  San  Francisco,  such  issues  also  pit  tenants 
against  tenants.  It's  a  division  which  the  real  estate 
industry  has  successfully  exploited  for  years.  While 
tenant  issues  should  be  virtual  automatic  winners  at  the 
ballot  box,  they  usually  lose. 

This  years  Proposition  H— hopefully— will  be 
different.  More  than  most  tenant  campaigns,  the  cam¬ 


paign  has  sought  to  explain  the  issue  of  rents  and 
affordable  housing  within  the  context  of  economic 
justice  for  the  many  people  whose  incomes  are  falling 
behind  their  rents  and  other  expenses.  Proposition  H  is 
not  on  the  ballot  just  so  people  can  have  more  dispos¬ 
able  income  for  entertainment  or  new  toys..  For  many 
tenants,  reduced  rent  increases  will  have  a  very  real 
impact  on  how  well  they  can  feed  and  clothe  their 
families.  Those  working  in  lower  paying  jobs  or 
receiving  SSI  or  other  benefits  are  the  ones  who  will 
benefit  most  by  Proposition  H. 

More  of  our  income  goes  to  housing  than  to 
any  other  single  expense.  For  lower-income  and  work¬ 
ing  families,  more  money  goes  to  rent  than  all  other 
expenses  combined.  When  economic  justice  is  dis¬ 
cussed,  the  issue  of  affordable  rents  must  be  viewed 
alongside  jobs  as  a  basic  ingredient  in  enabling  all 
people  to  live  lives  free  of  economic  hardship. 

Previous  tenant  campaigns  have  focused  more 
on  appealing  to  tenants  self-interests;  trying  to  con¬ 
vince  individual  tenants  that  their  own  rent  will  go 
down. 

This  has  been  a  flawed  strategy  because  there 
are  so  many  San  Francisco  tenants  who  are  either  high 
income  or  low  income.  Each  have  different  self- 
interests  and  look  at  housing  issues  from  their  own 
perspective. 

People  tend  o  think  their  realities  are  other 
peoples  realities  and  when  not  challenged  to  look  at  an 
issue  in  context  of  how  it  affects  everyone,  an  appeal  to 
self-interest  will,  unsurprisingly,  result  in  selfish  vot¬ 
ing.  On  this  level,  people  tend  to  evaluate  the  city's 
affordable  housing  problems  from  their  own  perspec¬ 
tive  and  will  vote  "yes"  or  "no"  based  on  how  well 
they're  managing  their  own  rent  at  the  moment. 

Housing  is  often  not  looked  at  it  in  a  broad 
perspective.  For  example,  when  it  comes  to  hunger,  not 
many  people  say:  "I'm  not  hungry  now;  I  dont  think 
theres  a  problem  with  people  going  hungry."  But 
people  do  say;  "I'm  doing  okay  with  my  rent  now,  so 
I  guess  rents  are’nt  too  much  of  a  problem." 

This  stems  in  large  part  from  the  American 
obsession  with  property.  What  you  own  is  the  ultimate 
gauge  of  your  success  and  the  ownership  of  land  ranks 
tops  among  all  the  many  things  you  can  own  (in  legal 
language,  land  is  called  real  property).  If  you  dont  own 
land,  thats  bad  enough.  If  you  cant  even  afford  to  rent 
it,  it  must  be  your  own  fault  and  not  an  issue  of  public 
and  social  policy. 

Not  recognizing  housing  as  a  social  issue 
worthy  of  government  intervention  also  stems  from 
people  failing  to  see  housing  as  an  industry,  but  more 
as  an  individual  transaction  between  one  tenant  and  one 
landlord.  On  this  individual  level,  people  often  fail  to 
recognize  there  is  the  same  basic  inequality  in  a  land- 
lord-tenant  relationship  that  there  is  in  a  corporation- 
employee  relationship:  one  party  making  money  at  the 
expense  of  the  other. 

Housing  is  an  industry,  though.  Were  it  not  an 
industry  and  instead  a  lot  of  small  businesses,  the  rental 
market  would  be  much  different. 

Through  the  Apartment  Owners  Association, 
the  Board  of  Realtors,  and  groups  like  the  Coalition  For 
Better  Housing,  the  actions  of  individual  landlords  are 
coordinated  and  rents  are  essentially  fixed. 

Look  at  the  classifieds,  for  example.  Do  you 
find  it  strange  that  the  range  of  prices  for  same-size 
apartments  differs  so  little?  The  only  difference  one 
sees  is  when  two  neighborhoods  are  distinctly  different 
(the  Mission  and  Marina,  for  example).  Why  do  we 
never  see  “price  wars”  between  individual  landlords? 
There  may  be  a  lot  of  individual  owners  in  this  game, 
but  there  are  also  a  lot  of  individual  owners  of 
McDonalds  franchises. 

If  housing  is  looked  at  as  an  industry  rather 
than  an  individual  relationship,  perhaps  we  will  begin 
to  look  at  it  as  a  social  policy  issue  where  government 
intervention  is  needed  for  the  common  good.  That  rent 
control  is  not  designed  to  keep  your  rent  down,  but  is  for 
the  benefit  of  all  people. 

Strong  rent  control  is  necessary  because, 
unchecked,  the  housing  industry  will  make  the  most 
money  it  can  off  the  land— regardless  of  what  this  means 
for  people  paying  the  higher  rents.  Rent  control  is  not 
to  regulate  one  tenant's  individual  landlord;  it's  regula¬ 
tion  of  land  speculation  and  exploitation. 

Why  is  housing  so  important  that  it  warrants 
government  regulation?  People  talk  vaguely  about  a 
right  to  housing,  but  the  vast  numbers  of  homeless 


demonstrate  that  few  take  this  right  any  more  seriously 
than  the  right  to  health  care.  When  people  debate  issues 
such  as  the  environment,  civil  rights,  sexual  harass¬ 
ment,  ora  womans  right  to  choose,  there  is  always  some 
level  of  selfishness.  But  underlying  each,  there  is 
substantial  agreement  that  these  issues  are  of  concern  to 
us  all,  whether  or  not  they  may  be  impacting  us  at  the 
moment.  These  issues,  and  many  others,  are  discussed 
as  social  issues,  not  personal  ones  because  they  under¬ 
lie  how  we  view  a  free  and  democratic  society  should 
be. 

Society  has  an  awful  lot  of  people  struggling 
to  survive  economically  these  days.  We  now  have 
poverty  levels  higher  than  before  the 
war  on  poverty  and  about  one-tenth  of  us  are  not 
working.  (It  is  two  to  three  time  that  in  the  African- 
American  and  Latino  communities.)  Women  also  face 
higher  unemployment  and  much  lower  wages  when 
working.  Food  stamp,  unemployment,  and  other  ben¬ 
efit  programs  have  been  slashed.  For  those  working, 
wages  have  pretty  much  stagnated  and  labor  disputes 
tend  to  be  over  issues  of  preventing  further  plant 
closures  or  maintaining  wages  at  existing  levels. 

Discussions  of  poverty  and  declining  incomes 
cannot  be  divorced  from  the  housing  issue,  as  it  is 
housing  which  consumes  the  most  of  the  already 
inadequate  incomes  many  of  us  have.. 

Assuming  we  are  concerned  that  large  num¬ 
bers  of  people  find  day  to  day  survival  tough— and  that 
government  and  social  policies  should  be  aimed  at 
benefitting  all  of  us,  not  at  promoting  social  Darwinsim- 
-society  needs  to  enact  policies  to  ensure  we  all  have 
equal  opportunities  to  live  and  work  in  our  communi- 


How  The  4%  Guarantee  Has  Affected  Rents 


□  RENTS  WITH  47.  +  RENTS  WITHOUT  4% 


The  Reagan/Bush  policies  of  the  1980s  made 
a  profound  switch  in  the  economy  and  values  of  this 
country.  It  was  a  switch  which  placed  profit  and 
economic  exploitation  over  peoples  lives.  We  were 
told  that  all  the  tax  breaks  and  subsidies  given  to 
businesses  were  all  part  of  a  larger  plan  of 
trickle  down  economics  and  we'd  all  benefit  once  the 
corporations  and  the  rich  got  more  money  in  their 
hands. 

This  year's  ballot  has  a  number  of  initiatives 
which  will  indicate  whether  people  believe  we  should 
continue  to  reward  the  rich  and  punish  the  poor.  Propo¬ 
sition  165  will  severely  slash  benefits  to  families  on 
AFDC  and  indivdiuals  on  General  Assistance.  Propo¬ 
sition  J  is  part  of  Mayor  Jordan's  plan  to  "get  tough  with 
the  homeless"  and  is  another  step  on  the  road  to  making 
homelessness  a  crime. 

Proposition  167  and  Proposition  H,  on  the 
other  hand,  are  two  affirmative  initiatives  we  can  vote 
for  to  begin  moving  away  from  the  Reagan/Bush  years 
of  greed.  Proposition  167  will  reform  our  regressive 
tax  structures  and  ensure  that  the  rich  and  the  corpora¬ 
tions  pay  their  fair  share  for  once.  While  Proposition  H 
says  "we  believe  more  in  the  right  to  housing  than  we 
do  in  the  right  to  landlord  profits." 

Prop  H  Articles  By  Ted  Gullicksen 


SF  Landlord,  Leona  Helmslev, 
Has  Provided  2/3  of  the 
No-On-H  Money. 

From  Her  Jail  Cell. 
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Ora  Prochovnick 


Continued  From  Page  4 

or  do  you  just  see  it  from  a  different  perspective? 
OP:  Well,  I’m  out  of  the  renter’s  market,  so  I’m  less  in 
touch  on  a  day-to-day  basis  to  be  a  renter.  I’ve  been  a 
homeowner  for  six  years. 

JF:  But  now  you  can’t  call  the  landlord  to  fix  the 
broken  bla-bla  so  now  you  have  to  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility,  right? 

OP:  Well,  it  certainly  has  not  made  me  more  sympa¬ 
thetic  to  landlords  in  that  regard.  It  was  a  bit  of  a  shock 
to  me  when  the  plumbing  first  went  out  and  I  couldn’t 
just  call  somebody  to  fix  it.  For  instance,  when  I  bought 
my  home,  it  was  tenant-occupied.  And  only  because  I 
had  long  talks  with  the  tenant  before  we  purchased  it, 
was  I  willing  to  do  it.  It  has  sort  of  helped  me  in 
negotiations  with  landlords  doing  owner  move-in  evic¬ 
tions  who  talk  about  “gee,  I  only  want  to  live  there”  and 
they  ’re  just  tenants  and  good  guys,  I  can  speak  from  my 
own  perspective  and  say  “so  what”.  I  mean  part  of  the 
purchase  price  of  buying  this  house  should  be  helping 
these  tenants  relocate.  And  I  can  speak  to  them  as 
somebody  who’s  been  there.  So  it  hasn’t  changed  my 
perspective  but  now  I  can  say  I’m  part  of  the  landed 
gentry  and  I  still  disagree  with  you. 

JF:  How  should  somebody  who  buys  a  building,  a 
house  or  a  flat,  handle  kicking  a  tenant  out.  What’s 
the  ideal  way  that  should  be  done? 

OP:  The  ideal  way,  given  that  we  don’t  live  in  an  ideal 
world,  is  fairly  hard  to  come  up  with.  But,  I  think  the 
ethical  approach  to  buying  a  building  that  you  want  to 
live  in  that’s  occupied  by  people  whose  home  it  is  is  to 
talk  with  them  about  what  they  need  in  terms  of  time 
and  money,  and  give  it  to  them. 

JF:  And  be  humane  and  direct  about  it.  Right  now, 
the  Rent  Ordinance  does  not  provide  for  any  reloca¬ 
tion  benefits,  except  for  renovation  evictions.  Do  you 
think  there  should  be  a  provision  in  the  Ordinance 
that  provides  a  minimum  amount  of  money  to  tenants 
evicted  for  owner/family  move-in? 

OP:  I  think  that  for  no-fault  causes  there  should  be 
some  relocation  paid  to  the  tenants. 

JF:  That  would  at  least  help  the  tenants  who  are  not 
represented.  There  would  be  a  law  that  they  could 
point  to. 

OP:  It’s  just  the  reality  of  a  low  to  moderate  income 
person  trying  to  relocate  in  this  area  and  what  is  means 
in  terms  of  what  their  new  rents  will  be  and  moving 
costs  and  security.  I  don’t  think  it’s  possible  to  move 
without  some  financial  assistance.  Either  they  get  it  by 
delaying  the  eviction  and  saving  up  their  rent  or  be¬ 


cause  the  landlord  gives  it  to  them. 

Getting  back  to  why  I  do  tenant  law,  instead  of  just 
falling  into  it  during  law  school,  I  think  there  was  in  part 
a  deliberate  decision  because  there’s  a  lot  of  areas  in 
law  where  I  have  trouble  figuring  out  who  the  good 
guys  are  and  who  the  bad  guys  are.  Landlord-tenant  is 
different.  You’re  talking  about  such  a  basic  need,  an 
essential  survival  of  housing  needs,  to  have  shelter.  So 
you  take  this  basic  human  need  for  shelter  and  you 
compound  that  with  the  profit  motive  and  then  you 
escalate  it  with  what’s  going  on  in  the  Bay  Area  with 
such  a  severe  shortage  of  affordable  housing,  it  just 
feels  real  easy  in  any  given  case,  no  matter  whether  the 
tenant  or  the  landlord  is  a  jerk  or  a  nice  guy,  to  see  which 
side  is  right  if  it’s  helping  somebody  keep  their  house. 
JF:  It  seems  to  me  there  are  some  landlords  who  have 
a  very  arrogant  attitude... 

OP:  The  “this  is  my  place,  I  can  do  what  I  want” 
attitude? 

JF:  Yeah,  but  also  looking  at  people  on  the  streets  and 
saying  none  of  this  is  my  responsibility,  when  in 
certain  ways,  yes  it  is,  it’s  our  responsibility  for  why 
things  are  so  desperate.  It’s  not  to  say  that  landlords 
are  the  cause  of  homelessness. 

OP:  Obviously,  the  cause  is  much  more  complex  than 
that.  But  if  you’ve  got  somebody  who  owns  housing 
and  they  limit  it  as  to  make  it  unavailable  to  vast 
portions  of  the  population,  that  population  is  going  to 
live  on  the  streets. 

JF:  Are  you  doing  much  with  residential  hotels? 
OP:  Some.  Mostly  lockouts. 

JF:  Do  you  find  it  more  difficult  to  work  with  hotel 
residents  or  hotel  owners? 


OP:  The  owners  I  have  found  to  be  extremely  difficult 
to  work  with.  They  seem  to  be  particularly  assholey.  I 
don’t  find  the  tenants  too  difficult  to  work  with  except 
they  often  have  substance  abuse  or  emotional  problems 
that  don’t  interfere  with  me  getting  along  with  them  but 
interfere  with  their  ability  to  follow  through  on  what 
they  need  to  do  to  win  the  case.  They  sometimes 
disappear  or  flake  out. 

JF:  Do  you  want  to  share  some  creative  ideas  you  may 
have  on  how  to  make  things  better  for  tenants  or  do 
you  think  things  are  going  to  pretty  much  stay  the  way 
they  are? 

OP:  It  would  be  nice  if  some  of  these  initiatives  pass. 
JF:  But  they  rarely  do.  Do  you  think  the  tenants 
movement  is  on  its  deathbed? 

OP:  No.  I  think  the  need  is  too  great.  I  think  tenant 
attorneys  should  get  together  and  stop  settling  cases 
with  moveout  deals... 

JF:  And  choke  the  calendar? 

OP:  Choke  the  calendar  or  get  pay  and  stay  settlements. 
One  of  the  most  frustrating  things  I  find  myself  doing 
as  a  lawyer  is  settling  cases  where  the  tenant  vacates. 
Not  because  I  think  it’s  just  a  bad  deal  for  that  particular 
client,  which  sometimes  I  do,  but  sometimes  it’s  a  great 
deal  for  that  client  but  a  terrible  thing  for  the  tenant 
community.  It’s  frustrating  because  my  job  in  court 
that  day  is  to  be  an  advocate  for  that  particular  person. 
If  they  say  they  want  a  settlement,  I  have  to  help  them 
get  it,  even  if  it  means  that  San  Francisco  is  losing  one 
more  affordable  housing  unit  that  will  never  come 
back. 

JF:  Your  hands  are  tied  at  that  point. 

OP:  If  tenants  and  their  attorneys  made  no  more 
moveout  deals,  we  could  take  every  case  to  trial,  clog 
the  calendar  or  give  us  decent  settlements  where  the 
tenant  stays. 

JF:  Would  you  say  that  the  outcome  of  evictions  is 
programmed,  that  there  is  the  presumption  that  ten¬ 
ants  will  be  bought  out  and  move? 

OP:  I  definitely  think  there  is  that  expectation.  I  don’t 
take  a  case  with  that  expectation.  But  I  think  there  is 
that  general  sense  of  the  community,  the  judges  too, 
that's  how  the  game  is  played,  that  the  tenant  buys 
himself  a  lot  of  time  with  procedural  delay  tactics  and 
then  works  out  a  deal  and  moves. 

JF:  How  about  mediation  as  an  alternative  to  all  this? 
OP:  I’m  a  big  fan  of  mediation  and  I  do  a  lot  of  work 
with  Community  Boards  and  GLAAD  (Gay  and  Les¬ 
bian  Alliance  Against  Defamation).  I’m  a  believer  in 


mediation  as  being  a  much  more  healthy  way  to  resolve 
disputes  but  I  think  there’s  a  problem  in  using  media¬ 
tion  when  there’s  such  an  inherent  power  imbalance 
between  the  parties  as  there  is  in  a  tenant-landlord 
relationship.  And  you  need  an  especially  skilled  facili¬ 
tator.  The  goal  of  mediation  is  to  have  a  meeting  of  the 
minds  where  the  two  parties  make  a  deal  which  they  can 
live  with  and  they’re  both  happy  with.  Unless  you  have 
a  really  trained  facilitator  who  can  offset  the  power 
imbalance  between  the  tenant  and  landlord,  I  don’t 
think  you  can  ever  reach  that  true  agreement. 

JF:  So  the  adversarial  nature  of  the  tenant-landlord 
relationship  will  simply  wind  its  way  through  the  court 
system  as  we  know  it  now.  You  don’t  expect  that’s 
going  to  change  much? 

OP:  Well,  I  sure  don’t  see  any  signs  of  it  changing.  I’ve 
played  around  with  the  idea  of  whether  it  would  be  a 
good  for  San  Francisco  to  have  a  landlord-tenant  court, 
like  Chicago  and  New  York  have.  Municipal  Court  is 
turning  more  and  more  into  one.  I  think  that  it’s 
conceivably  a  good  idea  to  make  the  court  more  acces¬ 
sible  to  tenants  without  attorneys. 

JF:  Would  the  court  go  beyond  evictions?  Should  it 
look  at  whether  the  landlord  is  maintaining  the  build¬ 
ing,  for  instance? 

OP:  I  don’t  know.  In  Chicago,  it’s  just  evictions.  But 
while  we’re  designing  the  courts,  sure.... 


Vacating 

Eviction 

Defaults 

JF:  In  the  tenant-landlord  area,  what  do  you  consider 
your  greatest  achievement? 

OP:  I  get  a  lot  of  satisfaction  out  of  the  work  we  do  at 
Bayside  vacating  defaults. 

JF:  Which  means  what,  exactly? 

OP:  A  default  occurs  when  someone  is  served  with 
legal  papers  and  they  don’t  respond  on  time.  In  most 
types  of  lawsuits,  there  is  a  30  day  response  time  after 
service  of  summons;  In  eviction  cases,  which  are  sped- 
up  summary  nature  proceedings,  the  response  time  is 
only  five  days.  This  shortened  response  time  makes  it 
very  easy  for  somebody  to  fail  to  get  their  papers  to 
court  on  time,  especially  if  they  are  low-income  or  not 
real  savvy  on  the  legal  process.  And  if  they  don’t 
respond  on  time,  basically  they  lose  without  having  a 
chance  to  tell  their  side  of  the  story.  When  that  occurs, 
the  next  thing  the  tenant  knows  is  they  get  a  sheriff’s 
eviction  notice  on  their  door.  Their  only  alternative  at 
that  point  is  to  bring  something  called  a  motion  to 
vacate  default  where  they  explain  to  the  court  that  they 
have  a  good  reason  they  didn’t  respond  to  those  papers 
on  time.  Either  because  they  were  not  legally  served  - 
called  sewer  serve  -  they  were  not  given  the  papers  in 
a  proper  manner  to  alert  them  to  the  proper  response. 
Or  if  they  were  properly  served,  due  to  some  honest 
mistake  or  excuse,  they  didn’t  do  what  they  had  to  do 
within  the  short  time  period.  We’re  really  the  only 
service  in  town  that  assists  tenants  in  that  position 
because  it’s  a  somewhat  complicated,  tedious  process 
that  we’ve  streamlined  over  the  years.  We  work  with 
both  pro  per  tenants  who  represent  themselves  or  we 
provide  attorney  representation. 

Why  I  find  it  satisfying  is  you  see  an  immedi¬ 
ate  result  within  two  weeks  one  way  or  the  other  instead 
of  the  two  years  for  the  end  of  the  lawsuit.  There’s  an 
end  to  the  story.  We  have  a  very  high  rate  of  success. 
Before  we  were  doing  this,  a  very  high  percentage  of 
people  were  losing  their  homes  as  a  result  of  defaults, 
JF:  H  ow  many  vacations  of  default  do  you  do  a  year, 
on  average? 

OP:  It  varies,  but  I  would  say  between  25  and  50  a  year. 
JF:  What  are  the  most  common  reasons  that  people 
default? 

OP:  Sewer  service  is  very  common.  One  of  the  ways 
I  see  our  effect  in  doing  this  work  is  that  it's  changed 
since  we  started.  Because  landlord  attorneys  knew  it 
was  very  easy  to  take  somebody’s  default,  there  was  a 
high  incentive  to  sewer  serve.  The  tenant  would  get 
their  sheriff’s  notice,  they  wouldn’t  have  any  recourse 
and  they  would  move  out.  I  think  we’ve  seen  the  rate 
of  those  go  down.  I  like  to  think  in  part  because  of  what 
we're  doing.  When  we  first  started  doing  this  in  1985 
a  very  high  percentage  were  void  judgments,  improper 
serves.  There’s  still  about  a  third  of  the  ones  we  do  are 
void  judgments  or  the  service  wasn't  proper.  Common 
excuses...a  lot  of  language  problems,  tenants  who  at¬ 
tempt  to  try  to  do  something  appropriate  within  the  five 
days  but  don’t  quite  get  what  it  was  they’re  supposed  to 
do  so  they  write  a  letter  or  get  some  kind  of  paper  to  the 
court  and  the  other  attorney,  but  it’s  not  a  properly 
plead  answer  so  it  doesn’t  do  the  trick  for  them. 

JF:  Do  you  try  to  get  the  landlord  or  the  landlord’s 
attorney  to  stipulate  beforehand? 

OP:  Yes.  The  first  thing  we  always  do  is  call  the 
attorney  and  try  to  actually  settle  the  whole  case  which 
sometimes  we  do  in  the  process  of  setting  aside  the 
default.  Either  with  a  stay  and  pay  client  or  some  sort 
of  move  out  deal.  Short  of  selling  the  whole  case,  we 
try  to  work  out  a  deal  to  set  the  default  aside.  And  if  that 
doesn’t  work,  we  will  go  ahead  with  the  motion. 

JF:  Would  you  say  that  the  majority  of  times  you  have 
to  make  the  motion? 

OP:  Yeah. 


"I'm  part  of  the  landed  gentry  and  I  still  disagree  with  you. " 
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ALL  REPLIES  RECEIVED  TO  DATE  ARE  SUMMARIZED  ABOVE.  SEE  TABLE  I  FOR  ADDITIONAL  CANDIDATES.  COMPLETE  QUESTIONNAIRES  IN  FILE  AT  SFTU  OFFICE. 
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NOTES  TO  SUPERVISOR  QUESTIONNAIRES 

NOTES:  TABLE  I  1992  SUPERVISOR  CANDIDATE  QUESTIONNAIRE 
ANGELA  ALIOTO,  INCUMBENT-ENDORSED  BY  SFTU:  3B.  "I  PROBABLY  WOULD  SUPPORT  A  SYSTEM  OFRENT  REGISTRATION  TO  IMPLEMENT  VACANCY  CONTROL,  BUT  WITHOUT  SEEING  A  SERIOUS  PROPOSAL  I  CANNOT  SAY  FOR  SURE  ', 
3C  "...1  WOULD  BE  INTERESTED  IN  ANOTHER  PROPOSAL  THAT  WOULD  RESTRICT  RENT  INCREASES  BUT  ALLOW...RECOUP(ING)THE  COST  OF  KEEPING,. -PROPERTY  IN  GOOD  SHAPE  ":  4A,  "...I  THINK  THATTHE  CURRENT  SYSTEM  WORKS 
WELL,  BUT  WITHOUT  SEEING  A  SERIOUS  PROPOSAL  I  CANNOT  SAY  FOR  SURE  ”;  4B.  "...WE  MUST  ENCOURAGE  NEW  DEVELOPMENT.  ESPECIALLY  OF  AFFORDABLE  HOUSING  ";  5B.  “I  HAVE  NOTSUPPORTED  ANY  (SUCH)  PROPOSAL..  BUT 
I  WOULD  LOOK  AT  A  NEW  PROPOSAL  AS  LONG  AS  IT  ASSURED  SECURITY  FOR  CURRENT  TENANTS.”:  7A.”...EMPHASIS  ON  SWEEPING  THESE  PEOPLE  OFF  THE  STREETS.. .IS  A  BAND-AID  APPROACH  7B.  "...THIS  IS  A  CYNICAL  ELECTION 

SEASON  PROPOSITION...”;  9B  "...WITHOUT  SEEING  A  SERIOUS  PROPOSAL  I  CANNOT  SAY  FOR  SURE.”;  1  IA&B.  "...I  WOULD  LOOK  AT  A  PROPOSAL";  13.  "...INTERESTED  IN  PURSUING  A  DUAL  STRUCTURE...”:  14  “IFTHE  STATE..GIVES  US 
THE  POWER  TO  RAISE  TAXES  ON  BANKS  AND  INSURANCE  COMPANIES  I  MIGHT ..”;  1 5.  "...FIGHT  TO  ENSURE  THE  NECESSARY  FUNDING  TO  HEALTH  PROGRAMS...” 

SUE  BIERMAN  ENDORSED  BY  SFTU;  3C.  "MIGHT  CHANGE  7  A.  “NO.  1  DON'T  BELIEVE  IN  SWEEPS., .JORDAN'S)  ATTITUDE  IS  NOT  MINE"  10.  "...TO  DATE.  I  AM  NOT  SURE  HOW  TO  SOLVE  THIS  COMPLICATED  ISSUE.":  12.  "ATTHISTIME. 

I  WOULD  FAVOR  AN  OFFICIAL  WARNING  IFTHE  BUILDING  IS  A  DANGER...”;  13.  “I  CO-CHAIRED  THE  SUCCESSFUL  CAMPAIGN  FOR  DISTRICT  ELECTIONS.":  14.  “REAL  ESTATE  TRANSFER  TAX,  POSSIBLE  ATM  MACHINE  TAXES...  '; 

JIM  GONZALEZ  INCUMBENT:  1 B.  "I  OWN  A  THREE  BEDROOM  HOUSE  IN  SACRAMENTO  WHICH  IRENT-";  3A.,  3B..  3C.  “I  OPPOSE  VACANCY  CONTROL.":  4A..4B..  4C.  "ISUPPORTTHERENTLAW  AS  ITCURRENTLY  STANDS."  5A..5B."1  SUPPORT 
THE  CURRENT  LIMITS  ON  CONDO  CONVERSIONS.  I  WOULD,  HOWEVER.  SUPPORT  AN  EXCEPTION  ONLY  FOR  A  FIRST-TIME  HOMEBUYERS  PROGRAM.."9A„  9B.  “I  GENERALLY  SUPPORT  THE  CITY'S  CURRENT  PROCEDURES  AND  POLICIES 
ON  EVICTIONS";  10.  "THIS  REQUIRES  MORE  STUDY...":  II.  "ALL  REVENUE  POSSIBILITIES  MUST  BE  ON  THE  TABLE..."; 

12.  "I  SUPPORT  SUPERVISOR  SHELLEY'S  COMPREHENSIVE  LEAD  ABATEMENT  PLAN.”;  15.  "..TO  PRESERVE  ESSENTIAL  CITY  PROGRAMS  AND  SERVICES...”  / EMPHASIS  ADDED/ 

TERENCE  HALLINAN  INCUMBENT-ENDORSED  BY  SFTU:  I.  [SEE  TEXT  OF  ENDORSEMENT  ARTICLE  THIS  ISSUE;  3C.  "I  WOULD  CONSIDER  OTHER  FIGURES  AS  WELL”;  4B.  THE  REAL  ESTATE  LOBBY  HAS  FLOATED  THIS  IDEA  IN  SAN 
FRANCISCO...";  5A.TSPONSOREDANDPASSEDTHELAWRAISINGTHEPERCENTAGEOWNERSHIPNECESSARYTO  EVICT FROM  10%  TO  25%.  OTHER  ACTION  MAYBENECESSARY.”:  7A.  ...APOLITICALLY  MOTIVATEDATTEMPTTODIVIDE.  ", 
9A.  "I'D  LIKE  TO  SEE  A  CONSENSUS  AMONG  THE  TENANT  ADVOCATES  [FIRST].”;  10.  "I  HAVE  SPONSORED  LEGISLATION  TO  DO  JUST  THIS.";  1 1 B.  "...BUT  NOT  IF  THE  COST  IS  PASSED  TO  TENANTS  AND  IS  SIMPLY  A  PLOY  LIKE  PROP  Q 
IN  1989  ”;  12.  "...SEE  WHAT  (SUPERVISOR  SHELLEY'S)  COMMITTEE...PROPOSES.”;  14.  "...POSSIBLE  REVENUE  ENHANCEMENTS...:  ...REVIEW  BUDGET  FOR  ADDITIONAL  CUTS. .REVIEW  CITY'S  RETIREMENT  FUND  FOR  ADDITIONAL 
MONEY  . .REDUCED  USE  OF  CITY  CARS.. ..TAX  INCREASES-.HOTEL  AND  PARKING  FOR  A  FULL  YEAR.  LEGALIZING  SOME  SECONDARY  UNITS...,"  15.  “MAINTAIN  ESSENTIAL  SERVICES.." 

RICHARD  HONGOISTO;  [NO  REPLY  RECEIVED]  SFTU  NEGATIVE  ENDORSEMENT.  (SEE  DISCUSSION  ON  HONGO  IN  ENDORSEMENT  ARTICLE  THIS  ISSUE). 

CLEVE  JONES  ENDORSED  BY  SFTU:  3C.  'TIED  TO  INFLATION  AS  IN  PROP.  H.";  7A.  "...AGNOS...  WAS  STARTING  ON  THE  RIGHT  TRACK  WITH  THE  MULTI-SERVICE  CENTERS- ':  12.  "I  SUPPORT  THE  MOVEMENT  TOWARDS  A  CITY-WIDE 
PLAN. ..CONSUMER  ACTION'S  COALITION  TO  PREVENT  LEAD  POISONING  AND  OTHER  GROUPS  ”:  14.  “...I  WOULD  MORE  THAN  LIKELY  SUPPORT...THE  TRANSFER  TAX-LOOK  AT  OTHER  TAXES  ON  A  CASE  BY  CASE  BASIS. ..NUMBER  ONE 
PRIORITY... KEEP  OUR  SOCIAL  SERVICES  RUNNING....'';  15.  “BECAUSE  I  AN  ONE  OF  35,000  PEOPLE  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  WHO  IS  HIV  POSITIVE,  THE  MOST  IMPORTANT  ISSUE  FOR  ME  ON  THE  BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS  WILL  BE  HELPING  THE 
CITY  TO  PREPARE  FOR  THE  CATASTROPHE  THAT  AWAITS  US...URGENT  THAT  THE  CITY  IMPLEMENT  MEASURES  TO  CONSOLIDATE  SERVICES..." 

BARBARA  KAUFIVJAN:  [NO  REPLY  RECEIVED]  L.  2„3.  [SEE  ENDORSEMENT  ARTICLE  THIS  ISSUE] 

WILLIE  KENNEDY,  INCUMBENT-NEGATIVE  ENDORSEMENT  SFTU:  2.'7  AM  OPEN-MINDED  TO  REDUCE  THE  FLOOR  ON  ANNUAL  RENT  INCREASE  IN  LINE  WITH  ACTUAL  INCREASES  IN  THE  COST  OF  LIVING.  ...PROPOSITION  H  IT  LIMITS 
THE  INCREASE  TO  ONLY  60  PERCENT  OF...CPI.  TO  ME  THAT  IS  DISCRIMINATORY  TOWARDS  OWNERS...”;  7A."...IT  MERELY  SCRATCHES  THE  SURFACE.  WHAT  WE  NEED  IS  MORE  LOW-RENT  HOUSING  AND  JOBS.'';  10.  "ONLY  IF  THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD  WANTS  TH  ATTO  HAPPEN.";  12.  "LANDLORDS  SHOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  MAINTAIN  THEIR  PROPERTY  IN  A  SAFE  CONDITION";  13.  "...SOME  FORM  OF  DISTRICT  ELECTIONS.,.";  14.  "..CONSIDER  CUTS  IN  CITY  GOVERNMENT 
TO  MAINTAIN  SERVICES.. .CUTS...SHOULD  OCCUR  IN  UPPER-LEVEL  MANAGEMENT,  AND  NOT  IN  SOCIAL  SERVICES.";  OTHER  COMMENTS:  "OVERALL.  I  HAVE  TRIED  TO  BE  A  FAIR  AND  JUST  SUPERVISOR,  INCLUDING  MY  DECISIONS 
SURROUNDING  RENT  CONTROL  ISSUES.  AS  THE  ONLY  AFRICAN-AMERICAN  MEMBER...I  BELIEVE  THAT  MY  RE-ELECTION  IS  EXTREMELY  IMPORTANT  TO  MY  COMMUNITY..." 

TOM  HSIEH,  INCUMBENT.  [NO  REPLY  RECEIVED] 

JOSE  MEDINA-ENDORSED  BY  SFTU,  7A.  "...ANY  ADEQUATE  HOMELESSNESS  PROGRAM  PROVIDE(S)  TEMPORARY  SHELTER,  SOCIAL  SERVICES.  AND  MEDICAL  SER VICES,, .ALSO..ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT,  JOB  TRAINING. ..RENT 
CONTROL  MEASURES..AFFORDABLE  HOUSING-MANY  HOMELESS  ACTUALLY  HAVE  JOBS. ..THEY  CAN'T  AFFORD  TO  PAY  RENT  AND  EAT  TOO....”  12.  “  YES....ENFORCE  LAWS  AGAINST  TOXICS. ..LEAD  PAINT-BY  NEW  LEGISLATION  IF 
NECESSARY-LANDLORDS  SHOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  ABATE  THE  HAZARD.";  14.  "...NOT  OPPOSED  TO  NEW  TAXES-(BUT)  NOT  SUPPORTING  ANY.. AT  THIS  TIME.. ..IMPROVE  FINANCIAL  POSITION  WITHOUT  RAISING  TAXES.. .IMPROVE 
COLLECTIONS  PROCEDURES...  REDUCE  AMOUNT  CITY  PAYS  OUT  IN  JUDGEMENTS  DUETO  LOSING  LAWSUITS..BETTER  MONEY  MANAGEMENT-STREAMLINE  AND  CONSOLIDATING..."  15.  "...WE  NEED..JOB  DEVELOPMENT...  AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING-REVENUES  FROM  ECONOMIC  PROGRAMS— SPEND  THEN  ON  OUR  SOCIAL  AND  HEALTH  NEEDS-FOR  EXAMPLE.. AIDS....” 
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ADRIAN  BERMUDEZ  IB.  "...RICHMOND,  CA.  SINGLE  UNIT  HOUSE  ...”;  7A.  "IT’S  A  SMOKESCREEN  AND  THEREFORE  A  COMPLETE  JOKE.  IT  PANDERS  TO  DANGEROUS  AND  IRRATIONAL  RIGHT...";  12.  "PROHIBIT  THE  USE  OF  LEAD  PAINT 
AND  PENALIZE  SELLING  OR  USING  IT  ";  14.  “ONLY  IF  WE  FIRST  USE  EXISTING  FUNDS  MORE  EFFICIENTLY  AND/OR  CHANGE  REVENUE  DISTRIBUTION  ”: 

CHRISTIAN  M.  BERRY  7A.  “...BARELY  PAYS  LIP  SERVICE  TO  A  MAJOR  ISSUE  THAT  CAN  NOT  BE  SOLVED  BY  ONE  VAN  AND  LAWS  THAT  DO  NOTTAKE  INTO  CONSIDERATION  CIVIL  AND  CONSTITUTIONAL  RIGHTS.  THE  HOMELESS  NEED 
LARGESCALEOUTREACH.  REHABILITATION,  EDUCATION.  VOCATIONALTRAINING,  AND  HOUSING  ASSISTANCE,  NOTAKICK  WHILETHEY  ARE  DOWN."  12.  "...HOLD  LANDLORDS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  LEADPAINABATEMENTWHICH  WOULD 
INCLUDE  FINES...”;  14.  "LUXURY  TAXES-IF  ANY"  15.  "...HOMELESSNESS,  EDUCATION  FUNDING,  AND  AIDS  AWARENESS  AND  PREVENTION. ..ALL  DIRECTLY  TIE  IN  TOGETHER...” 

MILTON  T.  CHEE:  7A.  "NO.  IT  IS  A  FAKE  AND  A  FRAUD.  SPENDING  TAX  COLLARS  TO  BUS  HOMELESS  AROUND  INSTEAD  OF  MAKING  MORE  SHELTER  AND/OR  HOUSING  AVAILABLE  IS  AN  ATTACK  AGAINST  (ALL)  WORKING  PEOPLE...”: 
FREDERICK  S.  CRAMER:  1 2.  "PHASED  ELIMINATION  IN  THE  USE  OF  ALL  PRODUCTS  CONTAINING  LEAD  ." 

ELLIS  L.  A.  KEYES:  3C.  “DECREASE  ACCORDING  TO  PROPERTY  MARKET"; 


IVANKINKENNON:  3C.  "SOCIALISM  HAS  FAILED  THROUGHOUTTHEWORLD.  WHATMAKES  YOUTHINK  ITWILLWORKHEREWITHINAFREEMARKETECONOMY."7A."I  BELIEVE  MORE  NEEDS  TO  BEDONETO  EXPAND  HOME  OWNERSHIP...  " 
9B.  "I  WANT  TO  PUT  AN  END  TO  FORCED  EVICTIONS  "; 

MARIA  MARTINEZ:  7A.  "....ITISNOT  ACOHERENTOR  WELL THOUGHTOUTPOLICY.  HE  IS  ROUNDINGTHEHOMELESS  UP.  AS  IFTHEYWERESO  MANY  HEADS  OFSTRAY  CATTLE;  BUT  WHEREIS  HETAKINGTHEM?...";  12. 'THE  CITY  SHOULD 
FIRST  OF  ALL  NOTIFY  LANDLORDS  THAT  PAINT  USED  BEFORE  A  CERTAIN  DATE- WHEN  IT  WAS  LEAD-BASED-IS  NOT  ACCEPTABLE.  I  UNDERSTAND  THAT  OLD  PAINT  IS  SO  TOXIC,  AND  IT  CONTINUES  TO  EMIT  ITS  FUMES  FOR  LONG 
PERIODS  OF  TIME.  LANDLORDS  SHOULD...RECEIVE  NOTICE  OFTHE  DANGERS  AND  (BE)  FINED  IFTHEY  DO  NOT  CONFORM  TO  THE  REGULATIONS.”;  14.".. ..I  WOULD  HA  VETO  REVIEW  THE  TAXES  IMPOSED  DURING  THE  LAST  FIVE  YEARS 
TO  SAY  WHICH  I  WOULD  INCREASE....";  OTHER  COMMENTS:  “...YOU  HAVE  BY  COMMITMENT  THAT  YOU  WILL  NOT  HAVE  TO  WORRY  ABOUT  TENANTS  RIGHTS,  AND  YOU  CAN  COUNT  ON  ME  TO  BE  ON  THE  JOB  WORKING  HARD!" 
[ATTACHMENT:  RESUMEI 

JIM  RANKIN:  3C.  "SHOULD  BE  TIED  TO  ECONOMIC  REALITIES. ., WE  HAVE  NO  ADEQUATE  FORMULAE  YET."  ;  I  IB.  WHAT  WOULD  THE  IMPACT  BE  ON  RENTERS,  ON  AVAILABLE  UNITS.?"  12.  "ESTABLISH  NECESSARY  SAFETYNHEALTH 
CRITERIA, ..."  14.  TAX  INCREASES  ARE  ONE  WAY,  BUT  NOT  THE  ONLY  OR  BEST  WAY...." 

LORIN  S.  ROSEMOND:  12.  “ENVIRONMENTAL  FINES  FOR  LEAD,  TOXICS,  AND  RODENTS.” 

NO  REPLY  RECEIVED:  FERNANDO  ARANGUIZ;  WILLIAM  BROWN  JR.;  HOLDEN  HOLLOM:  NANCY  NEILSON;  A.D.  WYATT  NORTON;  MANUEL  ROSALES:  RICHARD  HONGISTO;  TOM  HSIEH;  BARBARA  KAUFMAN 


Many  Reasons  To  Vote  YES 


As  we  discussed  in  the  last  Tenant  Times  in 
early  July,  the  SF  Board  of  Supervisors  finalized  a 
complex  package  of  laws,  linked  to  a  $350  million  bond 
issue  that  will  appear  on  the  Nov.  1992  ballot  as  Prop 
A  providing  for  the  financing  of  mandatory  seismic 
safety  upgrades  of  unreinforced  masonry  buildings 
(UMBs)— old  brick  buildings.  These  two  thousand  plus 
buildings  contain  over  21 ,800  residential  units,  provid¬ 
ing  one  of  the  last  vestiges  of  “low  cost”  housing  left  in 
the  city  to  over  27,000  people.  The  State  has  required 
all  localities  to  identify  these  buildings,  and  to  establish 
a  program  to  mitigate  the  “important  hazard”  posed  by 
the  tons  of  brick  posed  to  fall  in  a  major  earthquake.  The 
City  of  San  Francisco  responded  and  a  long  process 
began. 

Finally,  Prop  A  was  enthusiastically  endorsed 
by  the  SF  Tenants  Union  and  just  about  every  other 
organization  in  town— it  seems.  Good  thing  too,  since 
Prop.  A  as  a  bond  issue  will  require  a  2/3  vote  to  pass. 

Tenant  activists  believed  that  a  mandatory 
seismic  retrofit  ordinance  without  sufficient  safeguards 
(as  in  Prop  Ajcould  result  in  the  most  massive  displace¬ 
ment  and  relocation  of  people  in  the  city’s  history  since 
1906.  There  are  a  high  percentage  of  elderly  and  low 
income  people  living  in  these  old  brick  piles.  The 
existing  rent  control  and  related  laws  did  not  ad¬ 
equately  address  impact  of  this  seismic  retrofitting  and 
the  special  needs  of  tenants.  Real  progress  was  made 
in  the  Prop  A  package  in  meeting  these  tenant  concerns 
and  amending  these  laws.  Not  perfect,  but  real. 

The  historic  compromise  that  produced  Prop 
A  was  predicated  upon  two  assumptions:  that  the 
mandated  retrofitting  will  be  at  what  is  called  the  “bolts 
plus”  level  and  second,  that  the  $350  million  bond 
issue— Prop  A— will  be  linked  to  assurances  that  afford¬ 
able  housing  will  be  preserved. 

The  agreement  called  for  a  special  expedited 
capital  improvements  process  to  be  established  limit¬ 


ing  the  amount  of  passthroughs  in  rent  increases  to 
tenants  to  10%  per  year,  and  setting  out  specific  rent 
reductions  for  service  interruptions  due  to  retrofit 
work.  In  addition,  relocation  assistance  was  enhanced 
over  the  provisions  in  the  current  law;  there  was  some 
provisions  for  “demolition  mitigation”;  and  the  incon¬ 
veniences  of  the  retrofit  work  were  to  be  deal  with  via 
the  “tenant  accommodation  plan”. 

Benefits  of  Retrofit 

Retrofit  or  structural  reinforcement  of  these 
“UMB”  buildings  will  have  these  probable  good  re¬ 
sults: 

•REDUCTION  OF  DEATH  AND  INJURY:  Since  the 
chance  of  a  7.0  magnitude  earthquake  on  a  nearby 
fault  is  quite  likely  in  the  next  thirty  years,  we  can 
predict  that  we  could  reduce  a  projected  2,200  deaths 
and  major  injuries  to  about  600— if  we  can  act  in  time. 
•PRESERVATION  OF  HOUSING:  Prop  A’s  retrofit 
could  reduce  the  loss  of  nearly  3,200  dwelling  units  to 
less  than  500. 

•BUILDING  PROTECTION:  The  Prop  A  program 
could  prevent  the  loss  of  500  buildings  almost  half  of 
which  are  historic. 

•REDUCTION  OF  COSTS  OF  EARTHQUAKE  RE¬ 
SPONSE  AND  RECOVERY:  Prevention  of  the  col¬ 
lapse  of  buildings  into  the  street  rendering  them  im¬ 
passable  during  an  earthquake  emergency. 
•PRESERVATION  OF  JOBS:  15,000  projected  job 
displacements  reduced  to  1,000. 

The  Nuts  and  Bolts  of  "Bolts  Plus" 

The  $350  million  general  obligation  bond 
issue  will  increase  slightly  the  property  tax  rate  in  the 
City.  The  money  from  the  sale  of  the  bonds  will  then 
be  lent  to  owners  of  UMBs  to  make  the  city  mandated 
strengthening  investments.  The  walls  of  the  old  brick 
buildings  will  typically  have  to  be  bolted  to  the  floors 
to  prevent  the  walls  from  spraying  outward  and  rain- 


on  Prop  "A  " 

ing  death  during  a  quake. 

$200  of  the  bond  money  will  be  lent  to  basi¬ 
cally  commercial  brick  buildings  at  an  unsubsidized 
interest  rates.  $150  million  will  be  lent  to  owners  of 
apartment  buildings  and  residential  hotels  which  pro¬ 
vide  affordable  housing.  This  money  will  be  lent  at 
subsidized  rates  equal  to  1/3  of  the  City’s  interest  cost. 
A  further  subsidy  for  lower  income  tenant  occupied 
buildings  would  be  created  by  allowing  the  stretching 
out  of  the  payment  over  longer  periods  of  time.  In  order 
to  qualify  for  these  loans  owners  would  have  to  agree 
to  maintain  the  affordability  of  these  units,  notwith¬ 
standing  vacancy  decontrol  for  up  to  20  years. 

Yes  on  "A"  For  Non-Brick  Building 
Dwellers? 

Why,,  you  may  ask,  should  anyone  support 
Prop  A  who  doesn’t  live  in  an  old  brick  building  (most 
renters)?  Funny  you  should  ask,  and  here  are  the 
answers: 

1 .  Most  of  the  injuries  projected  due  to  falling 
bricks  are  for  non-dwellers  of  the  UMBs,  just  folks  out 
on  the  sidewalk  or  street,  you  for  example-at  the 
wrong  time.  Virtually  everyone  either  works  in,  visits 
in,  shops  in,  or  walks  by  these  brick  buildings. 

2.  The  loss  of  large  amounts  of  this  low  cost 
UMB  housing  will  force  up  the  level  of  rent  for  all 
tenants  in  the  city,  either  because  of  the  destruction  of 
buildings  in  an  earthquake  constricting  the  supply  of 
housing,  or  because  of  the  loss  of  affordability  due  to 
unsubsidized  retrofit  of  the  UMBs. 

3.  The  $350  million  bond  issue  will  create 
jobs — which  will  be  cool  for  the  SF  economy  in  these 
recessionary  times. 

4.  See  “Benefits  of  Retrofit”  above  and  VOTE 
YES  ON  A! 

By  Michael  Harney 
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Surviving  ALandlord  Move-In  Helpful  Hints 


By  Niki 

(Editor's  Note:  Niki  Rothman  and  her  family  were 
evicted from  their  rent  controlled  home  of  twenty  years 
for  the  "just"  cause  of  owner  move-in.  These  evictions 
have  become  a  favorite  tool  of  speculators  and  real 
estate  investors  over  the  years.  The  usual  tactic  is  to  buy 
a  building  with  four  or  fewer  units ;  the  landlord  then 
evicts  a  tenant  claiming  to  want  to  live  in  that  unit.  Once 
the  tenant  is  out,  the  landlord  can  pretend  to  live  there- 
-or  live  there  a  short  time— and  after  six  months  of  his 
"occupancy"  the  remaining  tenants  lose  rent  control 
protection  (owner-occupied  buildings  of  four  or  fewer 
units  are  exempt  from  rent  control).  The  landlord  can 
then  raise  the  tenants'  rents  an  unlimited  amount. 
Because  of  these  higher  rents,  the  value  of  the  building 
soars  and  the  land¬ 
lord  can  turn 
around  and  it  sell  it 
at  a  quick  &  large 
profit. 

M  s 

Rothman's  family 
negotiated  with 
their  landlord  and 
received  $2  £00  in 
moving  expenses. 

However,  suspi¬ 
cious  of  their 
landlord's  real  in¬ 
tentions,  they 
watched  to  see  if 
their  landlord  ac 
tually  would  move- 
in.  When  he  didn't, 
they  sued  and  won 
$50,000  in  a  settle¬ 
ment  of  their  suit. 

Following  is  her 
experiences  and 
some  hints  for  oth¬ 
ers  in  the  same 
boat.) 

If  you  rent  in  a  San  Francisco  building  that  has  four 
or  fewer  units  your  landlord,  or  their  "close"  relative, 
can  evict  you  to  live  in  your  apartment.  For  this  to  be 
legal  they  have  to  show  good  faith  by  having  it  be  their 
main  home  for  at  least  one  year. 

My  husband  and  I  are  members  of  the  S.F.  Tenants’ 
Union.  Two  and  a  half  years  ago  “our”  four  unit 
building  was  sold,  and  at  five  a.m..  we  were  served  with 
a  thirty-day  landlord  move-in  eviction  notice  that  con¬ 
tained  the  name  of  the  new  owner,  but  no  address, 
phone  number  or  way  to  get  in  touch  with  this  person. 

Prior  to  this,  we  thought  we  had  it  made— twenty 
years  in  the  same  apartment  is  about  the  only  way  you 
get  a  rental  bargain  in  San  Francisco  these  days.  Like 
the  three  other  mostly  long-term  tenants  we  loved  our 
one  bedroom  flat,  with  view,  in  a  good  neighborhood. 
And  thanks  to  rent  control  we  were  able  to  make  it,  and 
even  save  a  little,  despite  our  low  income.  The  neigh¬ 
borhood  was  home— I  volunteered  at  a  local  hospice, 
my  husband  had  been  active  in  the  neighborhood 
association.  Looking  back,  I  don’t  know  why  anyone 
would  volunteer  to  improve  their  “neighborhood”  (or  if 
an  area  within  a  city  really  is  a  neighborhood)  if  the 
“neighbors”,  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  can  be 
forced  to  move  out  at  any  time,  against  their  will,  and 
with  only  30  days  warning. 

We  found  that  the  bad  news  is— if  this  happens  to 
you— the  law  only  postpones  the  inevitable:  you  will 
have  to  move  out. 

The  good  news  is  that  if  your  ex-landlord  fails  to 
move-in  within  the  next  year,  or  only  pretends  that  your 
old  place  is  his  home,  you  might,  as  we  did,  win  a  large 
legal  settlement,  and  the  satisfaction  of  feeling  maybe 
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there  is  still  some  justice.  You  will  have  to  do  some 
research,  keep  an  eye  on  your  old  apartment,  and  then 
if  it  looks  like  either  the  landlord  is  not  living  there  as 
a  principal  residence,  or  is  maintaining  a  “principal” 
residence  elsewhere. 

When  I  first  called  the  S.F.  Rent  Board  to  ask  for 
information  the  clerk  said,  “This  (owner  move-in  evic¬ 
tions)  is  happening  all  the  time  now.”  For  us,  it  was  a 
major  disruption  in  our  lives.  We  no  longer  have  the 
time  to  volunteer  like  we  used  to.  We’re  slowly 
spending  down  our  savings  now  because  we  spend 
more  on  rent  than  we  make.  We  were  only  able  to  find 
a  smaller  apartment-not  even  a  flat-and  that  was  for 
three  times  our  old  rent!  If  a  landlord  pretends  to  move 

into  the  home  of 
someone  on  disabil¬ 
ity  or  retired  &  on 
old  fixed  income,  or 
low  income  people 
who  are  barely  mak¬ 
ing  it,  or  persons 
with  AIDS,  home¬ 
lessness  is  a  likely 
out-come. 

Like  all  traumatic 
experiences  the 
eviction  led  to  a  lot 
of  soul  searching.  I 
can  honestly  say 
that  if  it  turned  out 
that  the  new  owner 
really  wanted  and 
needed  to  live  in  our 
flat,  we  would  have 
taken  it  with  a  grain 
of  salt,  and  moved 
on  without  looking 
back. 

But  our  initial  re¬ 
search,  just  using 
the  telephone  book, 
showed  us  that  the  person  evicting  us  owned  a  residen¬ 
tial  construction  company.  A  trip  to  City  Hall  led  us  to 
the  fact  that  the  family  also  owned  several  multi-unit 
buildings  and  a  Pacific  Heights  mansion.  It  was  begin¬ 
ning  to  add  up  that  this  person  was  rich  and  had  no  need 
to  evict  us  to  turn  our  gracefully  decrepit  one  bedroom 
unit-even  if  it  did  have  a  view-into  his  new  principal 
home.  We  felt  victimized,  disrespected,  angry  and 
even  frightened  about  the  stability  of  our  future. 

Well,  why  would  anybody  evict  twenty  year  tenants 
if  they  really  did  not  need  the  apartment  to  live  in?  After 
a  crash  course  in  renters’  rights  on  landlord  move-in 
evictions  (thanks  to  the  Tenants  Union),  we  learned 
that  while  70%  of  San  Franciscans  rent,  the  number  one 
cause  for  evictions  (besides  nonpayment)  is  owner 
move-in,  and  that  many  of  these  turn  out  to  be  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  taking  the  building  out  of  rent 
control-which  happens  once  an  owner  "lives"  in  a 
building  with  four  or  fewer  units.  Then  they  can  charge 
whatever  they  think  the  market  will  bear. 

Owners  count  on  people  not  knowing  or  finding  out 
their  rights-maybe  being  old  or  immigrants-and  there¬ 
fore  without  the  resources  to  fight  back.  And  they  all 
too  often  get  away  with  murder-and  isn’t  that  what 
destroying  a  family’s  life  is?  Kids  lose  friends,  schools 
and  stability.  After  living  in  what  they  thought  was 
their  home,  people  find  they  can’t  afford  to  pay  the 
market  rate  rents  that  an  eviction  leads  them  to.  And  in 
the  truest  sense  of  the  word,  neighborhoods  are  de¬ 
stroyed.  Why  don't  we  hear  more  in  the  mass  media 
about  these  evictions?  We  need  to  convince  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  to  close  this  loop-hole  in  the  rent-control 
law  for  good. 


Go  down  to  City  Hall  and  do  some  research  on  the 
person  claiming  to  move  in.  You  can  find  out  at  the 
Assessor’s  office  how  much  property  they  own.  You 
can  see  where  they're  registered  to  vote.  And  you  can 
check  Municipal  and  S  uperior  Courts  to  see  if  they  have 
any  actions  against  therm  ( Y ou  could  find  they've  tried 
to  evict  others  for  owner  move-in  or  get  an  indication 
of  their  business  dealings.  We  found  that  our  had  real 
estate  dealings  and  it  led  us  to  be  suspicious). 

Network  with  the  other  tenants.  The  owner  may  try 
to  harass  them  into  moving  so  he  can  jack-up  their  rent 
right  away.  A  woman  with  a  baby  in  our  building  had 
to  move  because  the  new  owner  started  massive  reno¬ 
vations  of  her  apartment!  Another  long-term  tenant 
moved  out  because  of  anxiety  about  the  up-coming  rent 
hike.  We  later  learned  the  units  were  renting  at  three 
times  what  they  had  been.  The  other  tenants,  if  they 
don’t  want  to  sue,  will  be  eager  to  keep  the  new  owner 
under  close  surveillance  and  thus  give  you  more  evi¬ 
dence.  They’ll  be  almost  as  pissed-off  as  you  are  even 
if  they  stay-they  need  to  know  it’s  only  a  matter  of  six 
months  before  the  building  goes  off  of  rent  control  and 
their  own  rent  goes  sky-high,  so  they’ll  want  to  help 
you. 

Find  several  well  recommended  tenant’s  rights 
lawyers,  make  an  appointment  and  ask  them  all  your 
questions  as  well  as  giving  them  all  the  evidence  you 
can  gather  that  the  owner  move-in  may  be  bogus,  or 
violate  the  law,  or  even  the  spirit  of  the  law..  We  won 
our  settlement  on  a  technicality-the  owner  never  lived 
there  but  did  move  in  a  relative  not  mentioned  in  the 
eviction  notice.  We  actually  won  much  more  than  our 
lawyer  had  predicted.  Your  monetary  award  will  be 
based  on  your  evidence  of  pain  and  suffering  as  well  as 
the  legalities.  Keep  a  journal  on  two  issues:  what  you 
find  out  from  what  sources,  and  all  the  ways  the 
eviction  negatively  affects  your  life.  This  includes 
psychologically.  But  to  prove  this  you  must  report  it  to 
a  medical  professional. 

Selecting  the  best  lawyer  is  a  two  way  street.  No 
lawyer  will  take  your  case  unless  they  think  they  can 
win  enough  money.  They  get  a  third  plus  expenses  (like 
for  private  eyes  and  xeroxing-it’ll  be  several  thousand 
dollars).  Choose  the  lawyer  that  seems  the  most  inter¬ 
red  in  your  case  and  with  whom  you  feel  the  most 
comfortable.  Our  suit  took  a  year  and  a  half  before  it 
went  to  court,  where  we  settled  without  a  trial,  through 
all  the  lawyers  (They  had  eight,  we  had  one)  arguing 
in  the  judge’s  chambers  while  we  sat  in  the  courtroom 
avoiding  eye-contact  with  our  ex-landlord.  The  worse 
part  of  the  whole  thing  were  the  depositions-each 
involved  person  is  interrogated  for  as  long  as  it  takes  for 
the  other  side’s  lawyer  to  feel  they’ve  asked  every, 
often  very  personal,  question  they  think  has  any  remote 
relevance  to  the  case.  I  began  to  feel  hopeful  after  our 
ex-landlord’s  lawyer  had  deposed  us  for  four  long  days. 
After  all,  they  wouldn’t  be  asking  us  so  many  questions 
if  they  didn’t  think  we  had  a  case,  would  tjiey?  Our 
lawyer,  who  sits  by  your  side  the  whole  time,  objecting 
if  the  other  lawyer  gets  out  of  line,  assured  us.  “Nah, 
he’s  probably  just  trying  to  jack-up  his  hours.” 

Don't  sign  anything  the  landlord  sends  you.  Before 
our  wrongful  eviction  suit,  the  landlord  payed  us  $2,500 
for  "moving  expenses."  He  wanted  us  to  sign  a  paper 
saying  we  would  not  sue  later.  We  did  not  sign  and  once 
we  had  proof  his  motives  were  fraudulent,  we  were  able 
to  sue. 

We  won  $50,000!  We  thought  that  would  be 
enough  to  get  us  into  a  condo-we  were  wrong!  We're 
still  tenants  and  now  we're  paying  three  times  as  much 
rent  as  before  our  eviction!  When  we  found  a  new 
place,  we  made  sure  the  building  had  at  least  5  units  so 
we  wouldn't  have  to  deal  with  another  landlord  claim¬ 
ing  to  move  in  just  to  get  the  building  off  of  rent  control. 


YES,  I  WANT  TO  JOIN  THE  SFTU! 


NAME: 


ADDRESS 


ZIP: 


PHONE:  (H)_ 


(W) 


LANDLORD’S  NAME: _ 

#  OF  UNITS  IN  BLDG: _  #  OF  BEDROOMS  IN  UNIT: 


CURRENT  RENT: 


1  YEAR:  0  $45  HOUSEHOLD  0  $35  REGULAR  °  $65  SUSTAINER  °  $25  LOW  INCOME 
2  YEARS:  °  $75  HOUSEHOLD  °  $60  REGULAR  °  $120  SUSTAINER  °  $45  LOW  INCOME 
MAIL  WITH  YOUR  CHECK  TO:  SFTU,  558  CAPP  ST.,  SF,  CA,  94110 
WE  WILL  MAIL  BACK  YOUR  HANDBOOK  AND  THE  MEMBER  PHONE  NUMBER 


